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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines the following question: How do declining hegemoienteor
their foreign policy strategies? This question is significant, as thentwma of unipolarity
is now witnessing declining American hegemony. To get at the problemnirexéhe
relationship between U.S. hegemonic decline and the post World War Il multiteadea
regime. Liberal International Relations theory proposes the U.S. Wiljjugsh control

over the regime’s decision making as its hegemony continues to wane. However, my
findings suggest otherwise. Hegemonic decline led the U.S. to abandon mulisiatéra
the early 2000s. In its place, the U.S. embarked on a policy of negotiating numerous
bilateral trade agreements with significantly weaker economibsraliinstitutionalism
also argues declining hegemony matters little for regimes to survivemyetata on the
failed Doha round of multilateral trade negotiations indicates the regidigcisrdant. The
study employs both an historical analysis of the trade regime, as wekaxé#se studies
of recent U.S. bilateral Free Trade Agreements (FTAS). The casesatapiow FTAs
became a new venue for the Bush administration to promote its security and ieconom
agenda, in the face of declining American hegemony. The conclusion that | draw is

declining hegemons relocate to negotiating environments that still favopdiveer.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The Nature of the Problem

The United States (U.S.) emerged from the Second World War a global hegemon.
Its hegemony entailed a combination of military and financial superiority#raitted
the U.S. to shape the behavior and policies of subordinate allies. Economically, the U.S.’s
manufacturing and trade volume accounted for more than half of the world’s production
in the years immediately after the war. While Europe’s armies lagely devastated,
the U.S. established a military presence across the globe, extendingity seabrella to
allies and becoming known euphemistically aswed’s policemanlIts hegemonic
position allowed it to reconstitute international order around global institutioed bas
liberalism and democratic principles. As the leader of this system, the UcBssiudly
advanced policies beneficial to American economic and security intergtsiadly in
relation to its competition with the Soviet Union’s own bid for hegemony. The U.S.
secured legitimacy for its hegemonic position among allies by embeddirigvitséh
the power constraints contained in the rule making systems of postwar instjtutions
generating a strong degree of soft power in addition to its economic andymilitar

superiority.



However, since the end of the 1960s, the economic dominance undergirding
American hegemony has been in decline. Western Europe and Japan rebuilt their
devastated economies and emerged as economic challengers, capturargieeas of
world wealth and trade volume. The economies of developed countries were collectively
wracked during the 1970s by high inflation, caused in part from the breakdown of the
Bretton Woods system in 1971he oil embargo in 1973, and the stock market crash of
1973-1974. By the early 1980s, the U.S. unemployment rate topped ten percent, and
exports were at a historic low due to a strong dollar. Japan emerged as the seurtaid
largest economy, generating anxiety among Americans, along with callemgress to
enact tough measures to curtail perceived unfair Japanese tradingeprdagiceloping
countries also steadily expanded their economies and captured greater sharks of wor
wealth and trade volume, further eroding America’s postwar economic dominance.

The 1980s were not completely negative for the U.S., however. The decade also
witnessed a resurgence in U.S. economic strength, as traditional ind{sstciesis
manufacturing) were replaced with higher profit generators, includinginancial
investment instruments and a burgeoning services sector. The end of the 1980s also
witnessed the collapse of the Soviet Union, ending the Cold War and reorienting the
international system from bipolar to unipolar. The shift to unipolarity signa&dittory
of U.S. led liberalism and free market capitalism over communism. It aiabeeinthe

elimination of any significant military competitors.

1 | am referring to President Richard Nixon’s unilateral cancelling®tiirect
convertibility of dollars to gold in 1971.



Yet, despite achieving unipolarity, the 1990s made evident the erosion of
American hegemony. Whereas the U.S. dominated international institutions in the
decades after the Second World War, shifts in the distribution of power across the
international system presented new challenges to its status. For inst@muemic
growth among developing countries augmented their ability their contestiden
policies and demand greater authority in international decision making. The 1990s als
witnessed deeper integration of the European Community (EC), fortifyinggitsoer
states into an even more coherent and powerful internationafdeten the U.S.’s
accession to the preeminent positiomuoipoleundermined its hegemony. Critics
claimed unipolarity had led the U.S. to increasingly pursue unilateraamifiction,
often at odds with the consensus of allies. In response, many charged the U.S. behaved
more like an imperial power than the liberal hegemon that coordinated global cmoperat
in the decades after World War Il. These challenges questioned the legibhthe
U.S.’s superordinate position in the international system, and sparked seriousatiscuss
among world leaders concerning how to rein in unchecked U.S. power. Alas, while its
material capabilities were largely unmatched, the foundations of Aanenegemony
began to erode.

Further pointing to its hegemonic decline, the U.S. could no longer achieve
desired outcomes in multilateral trade negotiations by the late 1990s. Thisifisant,
as it represents an important moment in the history of the postwar internatideal

Until then, the multilateral trade regime was a vehicle through which e fdllowed

2 For instance, the EC became the much more centralized European Union (EU) in 1993.



by a small cadre of the most developed countriéieected the trajectory of international
trade laws and norms. Because of their relatively weak position, the rest of the
membership (largely representing developing countries) acquiesced te&di&ship,
and accepted the final outcome of multilateral negotiating rounds without much
contestatiorf. Throughout trade rounds, developing countries lobbied hard for the U.S.
and other developed countries to offer concessions around products they deemed
sensitive for their economic growthyet, at the end of negotiating rounds, developing
countries were compelled to accept whatever arrangements U.S. and developed country
negotiators offered. In the years between the end of the Uruguay round in 1994 and the
launch of the Doha round in 2001, this domination over developing countries waned.
Developing countries began to successfully circumvent the U.S.’s traditiegaimonic
tactics of using coercion and cooptation to advance their policies within theeregim

This dissertation analyzes how the U.S. reoriented its strategy in response to

declining hegemony over the postwar multilateral trading regime. As isattempts to

% Namely, the countries representing the EC, Japan, the United Kingdom (U.K.), and
Canada.

* The postwar multilateral trade regime worked to lower trade barriersoamdpoblems
associated with international trade through a series of long, often muyltigggmtiating

rounds. With the exception of the Kennedy and Dillon rounds, they were named after the
place in which they were launched. Eight rounds have been held since the GATTs
inception in 1947, they include: Annecy Round (1949), Torquay (1951), Geneva (1955-
1956), Dillon (1960-1962), Kennedy (1964-1967), Tokyo (1973-1979), Uruguay (1986-
1994), and Doha (2001-unfinished).

> Typically, the concessions developing countries sought were grater mardss &ar

their most important exports. For instance, during the late 1950s and 1960s developing
countries fought hard for the U.S. and the EC to lower barriers to tropical agatult
products and minerals coming from developing countries.



contribute to the body of knowledge written on hegemony. The particular contribution
this research makes is on the behavior of declining hegemons, an area thaingypris
many scholars have not given substantial attention in recent years. To thatsend, thi
project attempts to answer two general questions: First, how did the U.S. operate its
hegemony over the multilateral trade regime from its inception in thé%@s until its
erosion in the late 1990s? Second, and more important, how has the U.S. responded to
hegemonic decline over the regime? That is, what kind of post-hegemonic strategies ha

the U.S. pursued resulting from its lost position?

Competing Explanations

The literature most directly associated with hegemony is the work fallidgr
the scope of Hegemonic Stability Theory (HST). However, this line of ds@aitiated
in the 1970s) largely petered out by the 1990s, around the time the U.S. reached
unipolarity. The bulk of what was written in the 1980s on the question of hegemonic
decline occurred in what is known as neoliberal institutionalism, or regime tidosy
scholarship largely advanced the idea that hegemony was not a necessaignciamdi
regimes to survive, as it is in the rational interest of non-hegemonic statepdtupte
regimes, even though costs may be required to sustain them. The former hegemon, this
perspective suggests, will accept the reality of its new position and rehragutisority
over regimes, deferring to the new collective leadership scheme.

More recently, scholars within the tradition of liberal International tiRela (IR)

theory have begun to assess declining American hegemony, as American economi



decline has become more pronounced in the past decade. Similar to the claims of
neoliberal institutionalism, these arguments suggest the U.S. will voluntmiguish
authority over the postwar institutions it once wielded significant influence over,
recognizing the changing landscape of the international distribution of power.
Accordingly, developing countries will assume (if not demand) greatponsibilities

and authority over postwar institutions such as the United Nations Security Cdwncil, t
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Trade Organization (WTO). The U.S.
will reinterpret its role in these organizations as one state among arahgccept a
diminished ability to shape outcomes.

Further echoing the neoliberal institutionalist argument of the 1980s, this
interpretation suggests declining American hegemony matters littled@utrvival of the
postwar liberal order, as the system (made possible by American hegesniomyly
entrenched, and faces no significant ideological challengers. Instead, ithe décl
American hegemony is really a crisis of leadership, not one of existence, for
contemporary liberal international institutions (Ikenberry, 2011). Put differentlywans
regimes will survive the eclipse of American hegemony. However, in a pgstroaic
era, the leadership of these institutions will reflect the burgeoning multipstebdtion

of power.

The Argument
The argument advanced in this dissertation challenges the characterization of

declining American hegemony offered by neoliberal institutionalism, and raceat



liberal IR scholarship introduced above. The evidence presented in the encbiaictdrs
suggest that instead of relinquishing authority over the regime as Amergpamadrey

waned, the administration of George W. Bush abandoned global multilateralism in 2001
to pursue bilateral and regional trade agreements outside the WTO. Furthegsvher
regime theory predicts declining American hegemony will spur the WTO'’s non-
hegemonic members towards collective leadership to advance deeper tnadiediioen,

the perpetual negotiating failures of the now decade long Doha round indicatesegherw
The inability of non-hegemonic members to engage in the necessary compromises
required to advance the Doha round also raises questions about the claim that hegemony
matters little for regime survival. While my argument does not suggest thegpdistval
international order will collapse in the absence of American hegemony, thiaterdl

trade regime has experienced significant challenges since its eroslomnlbie 1990s.

These findings support the claims of scholars representing more realisarient
accounts of hegemonic decline. Particularly, Robert Gilpin’s (1975, 1981) claim that
hegemons attempt to reassert power in the face of decline. Gilpin (1981) suggests
declining hegemons shift to negotiating venues that retain their asymwhetwwer over
subordinates. Aligning with this claim, the U.S. reoriented its efforts &waypursuing
its interests at the level of global multilateralism once its traditioegemonic tactics
were no longer effective. Instead, the Bush administration focused on pursumtag si

economic and geostrategic agenda through bilateral Free Trade Agte¢R#As)°

® Throughout the dissertation, | make reference to the variety of non-globabbeuiil
trade arrangements. Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) is a dawtmeto refer to any
agreement outside the GATT/WTO fold (including FTAs and Customs Unions). A Free



The explanation offered for how the U.S. exercised hegemony over the regime
builds upon Richard Steinberg’s (2002) argument. Steinberg (2002) claims the U.S.
exploited the consensus decision making rule system governing multileaiatdunds.
Reflecting the liberal character of the postwar order, decisions comgemuiltilateral
trade liberalization (undertaken during multiyear trade negotiating rougstsdrupon
the consensus of regime members. The magnitude of U.S. hegemony resided in
maneuvering developing countries not to block consensus on American backed
proposals, even if they worked against the interests of developing country members.
Reaching consensus at the end of rounds served to reinforce the legitimacyaufehe t
regime as #&ruly multilateral body, and affirmed the U.S. as a restrained hegemon that
respected the rules of international institutions. The U.S. was able to both retain the
legitimacy over the decision making process, and secure its interestadvareed, by
using what Steinberg (2002) cailtwisible weightingactics. These include the use of
threats and inducements made to developing countries outside the official megotiat
forum, or as Steinberg (2002) describes, instedow of lawDerived from Steinberg’s
(2002) argument, | argue that the multilateral trade regime began to fraigntlee late
1990s, once the U.S. lost the ability to prevent developing countries from blocking
consensus. That is, once its traditional hegemonic tactics were no longer avBieibie

late 1990s, developing countries threatened to block consensus on U.S. proposals for the

Trade Agreement (FTA) can be a bilateral, or plurilateral agreemesrigastates that

offer reciprocal trade preferences to members of the FTA, but retairatetaiff
arrangements with non participants. A Customs Union (CU) refers to a bloc of countrie
that agree to offer identical tariff levels to non-members. For instancéutbpean Union
isa CU.



Doha round unless their issues were adequately addressed, particuladingegar
agricultural liberalization in developed countries.

The transformation from a hegemonic to non-hegemonic regime coincided with
members relinquishing their commitments to negotiate trade agreemelnts\ety at
the level of global multilateralism, ensconced within the system estadltsy the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) of 1947 (later incorporatethimt
WTO in 1995). Instead, regime members began to pursue unilateral trade strategie
organized around preferential agreememsnasséy the early 2000s. Political
economists suggest this is because developing countries and second tier preers fe
Doha’s failure to conclude would leave them without better access to thevecrati
markets of the most developed countries (Baldwin, 1997). Therefore, instead of waiting
for progress to emerge at the multilateral level, members chose to abandsgirtree r
and seek preferential trade agreements. Since the decline of U.S. hegemahyg over
regime, preferentialism (in the form of bilateral and plurilateralegents) has reshaped
the contour of global trade in little more than a decade. Within that time, the world has
shifted away from multilateralism and towards the proliferation of eossing (and
often conflicting) trade agreements among most of the world’s tradiraneAti

Political economists warn of the negative ramifications the move away fro
global multilateralism entails. By its nature, multilateralisrméiiates discriminatory

practices, as states are committed to lowering barriers in tandem, amcgteery

" The claim that regime members were committed to exclusive multilarerdeserves
some qualification. The EC, for instance, had established preferential tranigesments
with many of its members former colonial holdings.



regime member the same preferences. In fact, classical economicghmades support
for exclusive multilateralism. As indicated by David Ricardo (2010) and AdaithSm
(2011), a system of trade that benefits countries best is free of distortiondirigcl
protectionist barriers and preferential trade schemes. In line with phiegiples,
economists in the 1940s gave intellectual weight to a trading system in whidbensem
treated each others’ exports equally. The creation of a global free tsddmsgquired
states to cooperate under the guise of multilateralism, whereby regimbears decide
collectively on which goods to lower tariffs, and by how much.

The support for multilateralism also centered on matters of internationaitgec
in addition to economic prosperity. Prior to the ascent of U.S. hegemony after the Second
World War, trade was largely a mercantilist tool of powerful European esngiomes of
exclusive trade were established between imperial powers and their ixespelcnial
holdings. These zones provided cheap raw materials for high end production while
simultaneously discriminating against other European empires, and also theis.S. Th
discriminatory system bred hostility and jealousies among European powéng) foe
tensions leading to the world wars in the first half of the twentieth centuier. Wiorld
War I, the U.S. determined trade would no longer sow the seeds of militaryctonfli

Therefore, the norm of multilateralism was legitimized on security eoilognic
grounds. After pressing to eliminate the last vestiges of European impe réddes
World War I, the U.S. restructured the global system of trade on the Most Bavore

Nation (MFN) principle of non-discrimination. Newly independent former colonere w
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persuaded to participate in the regime with the promise of barrier freesaodacrative
American, and eventually European, markets.

The bulk of the empirical research presented in this dissertation concerns the
U.S.’s response to its loss of hegemony over the regime by the late 1990s. hatge t
loss of hegemony rendered the U.S. no longer able to realize economic and geostrategi
goals through the multilateral regime. In response, the U.S. shifted to aptiefler
strategy in the early 2000s. Realizing its bargaining leverage to contrmoleregitcomes
was effectively eroded, the U.S. stepped outside the multilateral arena and began
negotiating bilateral FTAs with countries wielding significantly legkience. In these
bilateral negotiating environments, the U.S. retained its hierarchicaloposind
successfully promoted the economic and security agendas no longer obtainable
multilaterally.

The case study chapters focus on U.S. trade behavior during the administration of
George W. Bush (2001-2009). | argue the Bush administration utilized FTAs because
these venues made it possible to spread trade policies it attempted to gltbbaligh
the WTQO'’s multilateral process, but failed due to its eroded hegemony. Forcmstegh
on the U.S.’s trade policy agenda during the late 1990s and early 2000s included WTO
members adopting much more stringent intellectual property and copyrighttiprmgec
As American firms generate more patents than any other country, the U.S/dsésda
interest to globalize the most stringent rules to protect its firms’ préfihile the U.S.
failed to gain support for these policies multilaterally, bilateral pastreadily accepted

them as conditions of securing preferential market access to Americartsnaklso, the

11



administration quickly realized that its hegemonic status in bilatetadgsetllowed it to
use trade agreements to promote other, crucial, foreign policy goals. Tredadscape
of American foreign policy became reoriented after the SeptemBeatteicks towards
orchestrating a global War on Terror. As the empirical sections det#ik were an
important tool used by the administration to reward and entice strategic esuatri

support American geopolitical goals.

Plan of the Dissertation

The next chapter presents a review of the pertinent theoretical lieecatur
hegemony, hierarchy, liberal IR theory, and unipolarity. Synthesizing tivesgures
produces a theoretical framework to help conceptualize the demise of American
hegemony over the regime, and the U.S.’s subsequent behavior in response. The
following empirical chapters assess the weight of this framework.

Chapter three is a selective historical narrative of the trade regihagurpose is
to demonstrate how U.S. hegemony operated to produce consensus around policies
favoring its interests from the regime’s inception until the late 1990srtarly, this
chapter provides empirical support to the argument that American hegemony eragled onc
the U.S. could no longer prevent developing countries from denying consensus. The
fracturing of the regime is detailed through an assessment of the Doha roatidtioag
beginning in the late 1990s through 2008. As argued, the discord among regime members
throughout this period challenges the expectation of regime theory. Regimet$heoris

posited in the 1980s that under certain conditions non-hegemonic members rescue

12



regimes from the vacuum of power left by hegemonic decline. The significamthgof
Preferential Trade Agreements (PTAS), coinciding with demise of U.&nt@yy, is also
discussed.

The rise of PTAs and the loss of American hegemony presented in chapter three
provides a context for the case study chapters contained in chapters four and five. The
cases detail how the U.S. reoriented its trade strategy to cope with theheggofony.

As argued, the cases represent three instances through which the U.Seéxeecarchy
with significantly weaker states to advance its economic and geopoliticalasye
Chapter four provides empirical evidence that the U.S. forged a coercive lmigahrc
relationship with Australia in order to exact economic concessions to aggrandize
American firms. This case also details how the U.S. easily advancedad®nptlicies in
bilateral FTAs it no longer was capable of promoting multilaterally.

Conversely, chapter five details the FTAs the Bush administration negoti#ted w
Morocco and Singapore. Whereas the FTA with Australia is a form of economic
coercion, these FTAs are instances of economic benevolence. Here, the U.S. offered
economic concessions to these countries in order to reward and entice compliance wit
promoting geostrategic goals advancing U.S. War on Terror objectives.

At the end of the dissertation, | recapitulate the overall conclusions argued
throughout. As previewed here, the transformation from exclusive multilateralithe
significant inclusion of preferentialism was spurred by U.S. hegemonic ddaline.
response to its loss of hegemony, the U.S. reoriented its strategy and adofaea bila

FTAs, as these smaller negotiating environments preserved its asynof@bdwer and

13



fostered the promotion of economic and security goals no longer obtainable
multilaterally. As the cases demonstrate, the U.S. established hiesanaitid-TA
partners predicated on the relative power of American market size. Whether the
hierarchies codified through FTAs were coercive or benevolent depended upon the

agenda U.S. negotiators sought to advance.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Hierarchy and Hegemony

David Lake’s work on hierarchy offers a theoretical framework to conceptuali
how the U.S. operationalized its hegemony over the international trade regime (1996,
2003, 2006, 2007, 2009). Lake is one of many to recently challenge the strict dichotomy
assumed in International Relations (IR) scholarship that hierarchy dndeffermestic
realm and anarchy the internatiof&hstead, as will be explicated below, Lake
demonstrates that this duality is misleading, and that hierarchy ordergehaions in
international politics too. He conceptualizes inter-state relations on a contmitium
anarchical relations at one end and hierarchical relations at the other. Accordahe t
this produces a richer image of world politics that more accurately capiteesate
relations than the two dimensional model.

Traditional IR theories instruct that the domestic sphere is the onhy nealhich
hierarchical authority can exist. This is because the formal-legalstaddmng that

underpins modern IR scholarship articulates a vision of the world in which ab si&t

8 Other scholars challenging this dichotomy include Barkawi & Laffey, 2008le9,
2005; Cox, 2004; Donnelly, 2006; Hobson & Sharman, 2005; Nexon & Wright, 2007.
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equally sovereign and possess full authority over the affairs within thanedefi
territories® Since no such sovereign legal offices exist above nation-states, the
international sphere is assumed to be anarchical, and therefore devoid of angyauthor
relationships. States may utilize their power to force others to do certaia theygdo

not want to do; however, this is strict coercion and not based on obligations, as in
relations of authority?

Authority, however, is abundant in the international system according to Lake. By
borrowing from social contract theory, he posits a competing conception of the
international system, whereby hierarchical authoritative relatioss iexanarchy.
Generally, social contract theories claim that prior to the creation ofatteg sctors face
each other in a state of nature. In the state of nature, obligations to follow @orulet
flow from a legal office; but rather from a bargain struck between the strongeand th
weak. The ruler agrees to provide some semblance of social order (i.e. protection,
security, contract guarantees) to the ruled in exchange for an agreed ugorenoéa
compliance (Lake, 2007).

Lake extrapolates the model of a social contract from the state of tathee
international system. This produces a new understanding of the international thte
rivals the dichotomous view articulated by formal-legal theories, and embnad¢ed b

scholars for many decades. Instead of seeing authority as restrictethé international

® On sovereign equality, see Donnelly (2006).

19 See Lake (2009) and Barnett & Duvall (2005) for an explanation between the difference
between power based on coercion and power based on authority. In the latter, subordinates
follow commands because they are legitimate. In the former, they follow andam

because they fear retribution.
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sphere, Lake argues that plenty of authority emesgesactuallyacross states. This
produces a new image of the international system that displays some reipi@ss
anarchical (without an authority relation) as well as others that are isatikrer and
therefore hierarchical.
Anarchical relations exist among states that are of relatively pquer and that
demonstrate a significant degree of independence from one ahdtierarchical
relationships are those in which one state is able to exercise a degreeaaal politrol
over the internal and/or external decisions of another state. Instead of etzractll
relationships in the international system as anarchical, Lake’s viewsisglyat each
relationship is unique, by virtue of the degree of anarchy or hierarchy extanicisise
new image of the international system is one of various dyadic relationsHipseha
measurable in terms of degree of control by one state over another. He says,
| conceive of hierarchy as a dyadic relationship between two polities that
varies across pairs within any system from complete anarchy to full
dominanceA single state may possess varying degrees of hierarchy
across many dyads, dses the United States toddmt this is not a
necessary condition for hierarchy to exist. A single state could exercise
authority over only one other state and that relationship would still
constitute a hierarchy (2009, p. 122).

Therefore, when states enter into a hierarchical relationship, the suborslietiéetively

leaving the realm of anarchy for hierarchy. More precisely, subordirzdés stgree to

give up a certain amount of sovereign control to another state in exchange for some

semblance of social order that removes them from the state of nature. Insteadgfda

X For example, the relations among the U.S., China and Russia.

12 Emphasis added.
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tough it out in the anarchic international system, some states exchangeltheir f
sovereignty for the security and assurances promised by a dominant state.

The logic of Lake’s argument captures the operationalization of U.S. hegemon
over the trade regime from the late 1940s until the 1990s. Based on his understanding of
how hierarchy operates, we can conceptualize the U.S. advancing its polibes in t
regime through exchanges with non-hegemonic GATT members. These exchanges
entailed subordinates submitting to U.S. policies in exchange for a range ofysaoedrit
economic goods brokered by the U.S. This process of exchange for compliance
represents the mechanism by which the U.S. obtained the consensus necessary to
conclude the series of multiyear negotiating rounds that advanced tradiezkbierafor
nearly forty years. In fact, it is the U.S.’s inability to continue furnishivege¢ exchanges
that signaled the erosion of its hegemony over the regime in the late 1990sledldeta

treatment of U.S. hierarchical exchanges in the trade regime is giveaptecthree.

Unipolarity & Hegemonic Decline

The decline of American hegemony by the late 1990s raises a peculiar
observation for students of IR. How did the end of the Cold War, a demonstrable victory
for the U.S., both elevate its position to unipolar; yet also accompany hegemonic

decline?® This section looks to the unipolarity literature to help make sense of this

13 On unipolarity see, Ikenberry, Mastanduno & Wobhlforth (2009); Finnemore (2009);
Jervis (2009); Mastanduno (2009); Walt (2009);Wohlforth (1999); Ikenberry (2002);
Kapstein & Mastunduno (1999); Malone & Khong (2003); Paul, Wirtz & Fortmann
(2004).
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puzzle. Unipolarity describes an international system featuring one ekyreapable
state. To qualify as unipolar, a dominant state must possess an overwhelming share of
material capabilities. These include population, geographic territory, natdraluanan
resources, economic capacity, military dominance, and institutional aptikeddd€rry,
Mastunduno & Wohlforth, 2009). Scholars use polarity to gauge ranges of state behavior,
as choices and probable actions are thought to be influenced by the distribution of
material power (Waltz, 1979).

Most agree that at least four post-Westphalian states qualified as potds prio
1945 (lkenberry, Mastunduno & Wohlforth, 2009). Only two were present after 1950,
and by 1990 only one remained. The U.S. emerged unipolar as a consequence of the
collapse of the Soviet Union and its informal empire. Its material positionustage
bolstered by slow economic growth in Japan and Western Europe during the 1990s. By
the middle of the decade, U.S. superiority in the areas of military force, ecanamic
technology became completely unrivaled. Reinforcing its dominance, the U.S.’s
geographic position places its nearest competitors, literally, oceags awa

Unipolarity implies unrivaled U.S. dominance in all the requisite areas medtione
above (Wohlforth, 1999; Brooks & Wohlforth, 2008). Indeed, few would disagree that

the U.S. is in a category all by itself, and by a large mafdimipolarity is typically

14 See Kapstein (1999); Hansen (2000); Wohlforth (1999, 2002); Brooks & Wohlforth
(2008); Odem & Duijarric (2004); Virmani (2005). The most prominent view arguing
against U.S. unrivaled dominance is Michael Mann (2003). Mann claims the U.S.
economy is much weaker than it seems and that the U.S. fails to achieve its goals
militarily.
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measured by overwhelming superiority in GDP and military expenditure (lkgnbe
Mastunduno & Wohlforth, 2009). As of 2006, the U.S. accounted for roughly one quarter
of global GDP, generating nearly half the output among the current great jGhers,
Japan, Russia, Germany, France and BrifaiBue to the enormity of its economy and
the extent of its wealth, the U.S.’s massive military spending only refdxcut four
percent of its GDP. Though representing a small portion, the U.S. spends more on its
military than all other countries in the world combirt&@his preeminence in military
capabilities is unique in the experience of the modern states system. \Aieitecsin
contest U.S. military operations in and around their territories, no other is capable of
projecting force on such a global scale. As Barry Posen (2003) charastdrez&).S.
possesses, “command of the commons,” meaning it has no challengers toatyg milit
supremacy in the air, space, or on the seas. The result entails an internasienal sy
where only the U.S. is able to deploy military operations anywhere in the ¥t

other state, or group of states, is capable of organizing force outside their awn reg

(unless assisted by the U.S.) (Ikenberry, Mastunduno & Wohlforth, 2009).

15 |kenberry, Mastunduno & Wohlforth (2009) derive these figures fronntieenational
Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook Database, April 2007; World Bank, 2005
International Comparison Program, Preliminary Resuttse CIA World Fact Book, 2007.

1% These figures are derived from the Stockholm International Peace Resgtiatitid,
“The 15 Major Spending Countries in 2006,” November 2007.

17 See Wilkinson (1999); Hansen (2000); Kaufman, Little & Wohlforth, Eds. (2007);
Posen (2003).
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However, even scholars that see utility in analyzing polarity contend that it does
not reveal the full pictur& This is because polarity refers only to the distribution of
material capabilities. As an analytical construct, it reveals #tilgut the nature of
political relationships between materially strong and weak statesféherunipolarity
does not automatically entail the dominant state will be hegemonic or impertakeif-a
unipolar distribution is an aberration to the Westphalian states system (Walt, 2009).
Therefore, scholarship is relatively new and largely focused on assdssitigtent
experience. The result is few theoretical propositions on the relationship betystem
structure and state behavior under unipolarity. This raises interesting questitfts f
theory. For instance, Ikenberry, Mastanduno and Wohlforth (2009) ask: What does
domination entail in a unipolar distribution? Does unipolarity erode consent in favor of
unchecked force? What role do rules and institutions play in a unipolar world? Do they
constrain the power of the unipole, or does the system operate instead on the commands
of the dominant state? How do unipoles transform their positions into political outcomes?

What about balancing responses to unipolarity? According to neorealist theory,
the ascendency of the U.S. after the Soviet Union’s demise should have triggered othe
states to balance America’s unrivaled dominance (Waltz, 1993; Layne, 1993)oYet
direct balancing coalitions have formed to overtly check U.S. power. Some stiggest

states engage in subtle, peripheral forms of soft balanti@thers claim states are

18 A comprehensive critical review of polarity is offered in Buzan (2004).

19 See Ikenberry, 2002; Paul, Wirtz and Fortmann, 2004; Waltz, 2000; Layne, 1993; Pape,
2005; Lieber and Alexander, 2005.
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seeking to bandwagon instead, suggesting balancing is Ail@ddition to questions
about balancing, how does regime type influence unipolar orders? For instance, a
unipolar Nazi Germany, U.S.S.R., or other autocratic regime would look much different
(Jervis, 2009; Finnemore, 2009). Indeed, U.S. unipolarity would operate differently if

achieved at other historical periods than after the Cold War (Jervis, 2009).

Unipolarity as a Cause of Hegemonic Decline

Most important for this project, how has unipolarity affected America’s
hegemonic position as leader of the postwar liberal order? Given its unrivaleimater
superiority, it seems intuitive that unipolarity would consolidate Americajsmeny
over subordinate states, particularly in the arena of multilateral tradentha& the Cold
War augmented the U.S.’s security and economic dominance, while eradicating its
nearest peer competitor. Yet, as stated earlier, polarity alone canaohafor the nature
of political relationships operating in international systems. Hegemonidit§tabieory
(HST) does not weight the effect of polarity on hegemony, as it assumesdmnsgame
satisfied actors interested in maintaining the status quo. However, Jervis (208&)ngue
this assumption, and asks instead whether unipolarity encourages the dominamt state t
become revisionist.

The U.S. exercised its enormous relative power after World War 1l to iestitut
liberal hegemony. This mode of global governance operated according tiatimrsai

decision making rules and multilateralism, constraining even Americarr powe

20 See Krauthammer, 2002-2003; Walt, 2005; Wohlforth, 1999.
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(Ikenberry, 2001; 2011). The rationale for constructing a rules-based postwar order
included legitimizing itself as leader of the Western security alliage@st the Soviet
Union, which required compliance by subordinate states. As Lake (2009) suggests, U.S
hegemony operated according to a bargain with subordinates. In exchange for agrvin
security guarantor and financial stabilizer, subordinates supported U.S. faneign
economic policy initiatives executed through postwar international regirhedJ’S.
further legitimated its hegemonic position by adhering to the rules-bated nathese
institutions; demonstrating respect for sovereign equality and the suprefnacy
international laws, and assuring its non-imperial aspirations.
Jervis (2009) suggests unipolarity offers incentives for the U.S. to revise its
postwar hegemonic bargain, as the absence of a countervailing power relaged ifisr
legitimation. The end of the Cold War diminished the U.S.’s dependence on subordinate
allies to maintain its global security agenda. In particular, European suppartebeca
significantly less compelling. As Timothy Garton Ash (2005) says,
Europe was simply less important to them [the Clinton and Bush
administrations] than it had been to Americans for at least sixty years,
since the United States entered the Second World War in 1941. From the
lofty vantage point of Washington’s new global preeminence, politicians
who had no special ties to Europe could view the old continent as just one
among many (p. 102).

Thus, unipolarity allowed the U.S. to seek a more unilateral and autonomous arrangement

in global affairs. Ikenberry (2011) argues this explains the Bush adniiioistsashift

towards an “imperial” foreign policy after 9/F11t also reflects the Clinton

2L |kenberry (2011) characterizes the Bush administration’s post 9/11 foreign aslic
seeking imperialism. Many post Cold War analyses of American foreigry@oticie the
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administration’s domination over European allies during the Bosnian campaign, and the
overall rise in American unilateralism across issue areas since th&\@ols end.

Yet, by the end of the 1990s, America’s allies began questioning the manner in
which it exercised its unique position. The French Foreign Minister, Hubertiverdr
famously warned that the U.S. was becoming a “hyperpower” (“To Paris,” 10918).
remark aimed to highlight that the U.S. had grown from sharing a supenonityitary
capabilities, along with the Soviet Union, to a much wider and encompassing breadth.
Not only was U.S. power unmatched in military, economic, and technological
capabilities; but it extended to the, "domination of attitudes, concepts, language and
modes of life" (“To Paris,” 1999). Vedrine warned that in previous periods greatgpower
were counterbalanced by other great powers. He laments that by the late 1980@s thi
not possible. To Vedrine and other world leaders, this imbalance facilitated tié gfo
U.S. unilateralism. France’s Vedrine, President Chirac, and Prime Midagpin
proclaimed that counteracting this shift (by attracting states to Freshchukilateral
efforts) was the most important challenge facing internationdlaeta(Ash, 2005).

The world became even more alarmed with the “assertive” unilateralism of
George W. Bush’s administration (Ash, 2005, p. 105). Demonstrating its unease with any
multilateral cooperation considered at odds with American interests, thaisitation

withheld support from an array of global environmental, humanitarian, and legal

U.S. is an empire, see Maier (2006); Ferguson (2002 & 2004); Johnson (2004), Moty
(2001); Robinson (1996); Mann (2003); Colas (2007); Lefever (1999); Petras & Veltmeyer
(2005); Doyle (1986).

%2 On European perceptions of U.S. hyperpower in the lead up to the Iraq war, see Gordon
(2003) and Farley & McManus (2002); Herring (2008) also labels the U.S. a hyperpower.
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agreements. For instance, the administration withdrew from the Kyoto Protocdit smug
terminate the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty with Russia, and denied stipmothe

creation of the International Criminal Court (ICC). The administratiom r@fised to

sign worldwide treaties controlling small arms, eliminating landminestrenBiological
and Toxic Weapons Convention. The administration also declined the assistance of
NATO in responding to the Septembef"Httacks, citing the U.S. had no need for
European military aid (Woodward, 2002). As the U.S. led War on Terror progressed,
Europeans became especially critical of the denial of civil rights and tbcpsaof
torture against prisoners held at Guantanamo Bay. Bush’s labeling of &gramd

North Korea as an Axis of Evil in his 2002 State of the Union address also raised
significant alarms, as Europeans were uncomfortable with the religious ttreevedrd
“evil,” and the misuse of the “axis” label — the German, Italian, and Japanes# axi
fascist states were aligned; whereas no such alliance existed ammngalg, and North
Korea (Ash, 2005; “State of the Union,” 2002). Europeans were further alarmed by
Bush’s aspiration to ensure American military power was “beyond challeargthe
endorsement for “preemptive” action, both articulated in the 2002 National Security
Strategy of the United States (“National Security Strategy,” 2002002, Bush also
affirmed America’s turn to unilateralism by slapping tariffs on Europezel snports,

violating the Most Favored Nation (MFN) principle central to the postwar teggime.
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For Jervis (2009), the unintended consequence of rising unilateralism was the
erosion of America’s legitimacy as leader of the postwar GrdEne loss of legitimacy
undermined America’s postwar hegemonic position, as subordinates refused to accord
with U.S. policies not reached through established rules-based procedurest]n effe
subordinates rejected American efforts to renegotiate the terms of@nbeic bargain.
Alas, instead of augmenting its hegemony, it has eroded under unipolarity.

Evolving sovereignty norms during the 1990s also fuelled apprehension
surrounding U.S. hyperpower, further challenging its legitimacy and dilming
American hegemony (lkenberry, 2011). The human rights revolution normalized
humanitarian intervention, and licensed capable states to suspend the sovereignty of
others in its pursuft! This magnified the U.S.’s unipolar status, as it represented the only
state capable of independently wielding military intervention (Ash, 2005). 8acodt
State Madeleine Albright crystallized why the administration befie&as authorized
to use its asymmetry of power to intervene (and why others did not enjoy suct),a righ
by famously saying: “if we have to use force, it is because we are Aanescare the
indispensible nation. We stand tall and we see further than other countries into tHe future

(1998). The subsequent years saw the world largely reject (and resent) tisgost

23 0n legitimacy see, Franck (1990); Hurd (1999, 2007); Reuss-Smit (1999). On how
leaders use shared values and interests to gain legitimacy for thigin foodicies see,
Hurd (2005); Jentleson & Whytock (2005); Voeten (2005); & Finnemore (2005).

24 \Walker (2008) discusses the differences within liberal theory on the question of

humanitarian intervention. The Kantian position favors intervention, while the Igraral
of Thomas Paine does not.
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heightening anti-Americanism and raising significant questions reggAgerican
legitimacy®

Constructivists have said little on the reorientation of the international system
unipolarity, leaving these questions to materially oriented realists amdl$ibElowever,
Martha Finnemore (2009) concurs that U.S. hegemonic decline largely resuits fr
diminished legitimacy. She notes that the U.S.’s frustration to realize itsggoldespite
unipolarity, demands scholars take seriously the social nature of ffoWires.structure of
world politics, as constructivists argue, is as much social as it is atafé?bwer,
Finnemore (2009) reminds us, is only a means to other social ends - including gleterrin
attacks, amassing wealth, imposing preferred political arrangementsesedally,
influencing the behavior of others. Unipoles are therefore faced with havintetandes
how best to exercise their power to achieve outcomes. She says, “Creatied slesal
outcomes, even with great material power, is not simple, as the U.S. is discovgping” (
59-60). Understanding how unipolarity led to hegemonic decline requires an appreciation
of the social nature of power, and the social structures through which it operates.

Looking at the social mechanisms undergirding U.S. hegemony, Finnemore

(2009) also focuses on America’s legitimacy problem. However, she pushes the

% The liberal historian Timothy Garton Ash (2005) argues a distinct Europeanyidentit
coalesced on the eve of the Iraqg invasion. This identity solidified a distinctioadoet
Europeans, who believed in the sanctity of a multilateral, rules based dpfoaacurity
issues and global governance, and an American identity that believed the &) eXewgpt
from these. See chapterRAjrope as Not America.

28 For an in depth treatment on the nature of power, see Barnett & Duvall (2005).

2" Constructivist arguments on the social nature of international politics inclineke
(2004); Finnemore (1996); Hopf (2002) & Wendt (1992 & 1999).
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importance of legitimacy further than Ikenberry (2011). Her analysisikatss that the
effective exercise of hegemony demands legitimating power by diffudimgthers. If
unipoles only sought to exercise destruction and violence, than legitimacy wotdd mat
little. But, since leaders pursue an array of outcomes derived from theirahptesition,

the legitimation of power is crucial, making unipoles dependent on others to recognize
them as such. She suggests America’s drift towards unilateralismezlttee power of
traditional allies to shape outcomes in international politics, generatiegtmesnt and

fear.

In addition to legitimacy, Walt (2009) offers another reason for why unipolarity
undermined U.S. hegemony in the years after the Cold War’s end. Looking to balance of
power theory, he claims the end of the Cold War removed a major motivation for
countries to accept U.S. hegemony. Mastunduno (2009) agrees, arguing the U.S. can no
longer leverage security dependency over the middle ranked powers to achieweesutc
with traditional economic partners. Increasing globalization since thel&®0s has
made this problem more acute. Economic liberalization generated more rgleyans
in the world economy, offering alternatives for developing countries to U.S. economic
reliance. lkenberry (2011) also argues that unipolarity undermined the UaSitotral
security bargain with its allies. Alliance partners and weak statesralil@nger face the
threat of a rival global power. Subordinates are less inclined to submit toStis U
geopolitical agenda, as its security guarantee lacks the currency it helgl tther Cold

War.
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Therefore, the decline of American hegemony was not spurred by a dramatic |
of military or economic resources. Rather, it occurred due to questions regarding
American legitimacy in an era of unipolarfy/and the elimination of the Soviet Union as
a threat upon which the U.S. could leverage security bargains with subordinates. The
deterioration of the multilateral trade regime reflects this stratcshift. By the launch of
the WTOQO's first ministerial round in the late 1990s, the U.S. could no longer achieve
consensus from traditionally subordinate regime members. The bargains theudkS. s
while hegemonic are less compelling to subordinates than during Cold War bipolarity.

Now that we have a foundation for U.S. hegemonic decline after the Cold War,
we can ask the more substantive question — Which IR theory best explains the
consequences of hegemonic decline and the behavior of the declining hegemon? As
discussed next, liberalism offers a reasonable explanation of the chafdb&et).S.’s
liberal hegemony from the end of World War Il through the end of the Cold War.
However, its predictions for a post hegemonic world order fails to align with the
experience of the multilateral trade regime since the late 1990s. To booravifieco
(1990), the image liberal IR scholars portray for the post-hegemonic ordeséate” (p.
2). Hegemonic Stability Theory (HST), examined last, suggests regoti@sse when
the hegemon is no longer capable (or willing) to support them. While liberal
institutionalism correctly argues that this is not always the case, e e@erience of

the multilateral trade supports HST’s assertion. More importantly, Gsljprf981)

28 For more on the U.S.’s recent legitimacy problems, see Rapkin & Braanten (2009).
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suggestion that declining hegemons reorient their strategies to cope withstbé los

power offers a more powerful explanation of recent U.S. trade behavior thandimerali

Liberalism and the Consequences of Hegemonic Decline

The erosion of U.S. hegemony raises questions about the vitality of the postwar
liberal order®® Yet, despite these challenges, liberal internationalists contend the postwar
system of loosely rules-based institutions remains strong and will continoerisH
(Doyle, 1983; Fukuyama, 1992; Deudney & lkenberry, 1993/1994; Ikenberry, $011).
Ikenberry (2011) claims the crisis spurred by U.S. hegemonic decline is not one of
existence for the postwar system; but rather of its governance. Internaberaism, he
argues, is firmly entrenched as the logic that will continue ordering threatitanal
system into the foreseeable future. The real crisis concerns the slippa&e authority
as leader of the system. Accordingly, we are in the midst of a governatigamesnt, as
U.S. leadership becomes less tenable. However, the postwar liberal ordemaith
intact, despite this crisis.

The literature on liberal internationalism is nestled within a two hundred plus yea

narrative of the rise of liberal states to the zenith of global pdWweéfThis narrative

29 Gat (2007) argues the liberal order is also challenged by the ascent of nontiemocra
Great Powers, namely Russia and China.

30 Gardner (2008) argues international standards of democratic governanexdlaed
to apply to sub-states actors as well as states. Her evidence suggestssgtoups’
determination claims receive greater support from states after deatimgshuman rights
and democratic norms.
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traces the ascendancy of liberalism from its inception in small, irsetyfstate

republics to continent wide expansion throughout the nineteenth century, and eventually
global dominance at the Cold War’s end (Deudney, 2007). While British hegemony
represented a mix of both liberal and illiberal rule, the U.S. created the mosbambi
liberal order ever seen (Russett & Oneal, 2001). The system the U.S. imposed afte
World War Il was diberal hegemonyas it was both hierarchical; yet founded upon
rules-based principles (Deudney & Ikenberry, 1991; Deudney & lIkenberry, 1992;
Ikenberry, 2011). U.S. hegemony entailed a certain milieu of agreed upon decision
making procedures and institutions that states were expected to operate within. The
U.S.’s legitimacy rested in part by including itself within these comssraAs the liberal
international narrative contends, the U.S. emerged the leader of a global sigstoid of
ideological contenders by the 1990s (Russett & Oneal, 2001). Remarking on Ibsralis
victory, the journalist Thomas Friedman (2000) said, “ideologically speaking,igao

more mint chocolate chip, there is no more strawberry swirl and there is néemore

%1 The literature on liberal internationalism is vast. As drawn from Ikenl§2699),
liberal international theories addressmocratic peacéoyle, 1983)security
communitiegAdler and Barnett, 199&)eutsch, Burrell, and Kann, 195The
interrelationship of domestic and international polit{€&osenau 1969junctional
integration theoryHaas 1964)international institutionalisn{Axelrod, 1984; Axelrod &
Keohane, 1985; Keohane 1984; Krasner 1981, Lipson, 198d)iragmented and
complex nature of power and interdependefiéeohane and Nye 197 fpmestic
preferences and foreign poli¢iMoravcsik 1997)transgovernmentalism and networks
(Slaughter 2004the modernization theory underpinnings of the liberal tradi{idiorse
1976 and Rosenau 1991).

32 On liberal ascendancy see, Bass (2008); Brawley (1993); Deudney (2007); Ekbladh

(2010); Herring (2008); Ikenberry (2009, 2011); Mandelbaum (2002); Mead (2007);
McNeil (1967); and Smith (1994).
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lime. Today there is only free-market vanilla and North Korea” (p. 104). Fukugama’
(1992)End of Historythesis shares the conclusion that free market capitalism and
political liberalism exist without legitimate ideological compestr

While there is no legitimate alternative to free market liberalisclirdieg
American hegemony will certainly impact the nature of the order. Ikenf#011) offers
three possibilities for how the international system may respond. The first patiahds
the U.S. will voluntarily yield significant amounts of its authority over thstesy to
universal institutions, namely Intergovernmental Organizations (IGQk)wide
memberships. This may entail a reorientation of the Security Council to include non
Western rising powers, such as Brazil, India, Japan, and South Africa. U.S. and EU
voting proportions may also contract in the International Monetary Fund (IMF), as voting
power is reallocated to the same cadre of states. This outcome suggests genuonlte
system of liberal global governance will result from American declieenstitutional
leadership will be decentralized, reflecting the increasing power ofajerglcountries
(Ikenberry, 2011).

Ikenberry (2011) claims the second possible outcome is already occurring. He
argues that hegemonic decline has compelled the U.S. to renegotiate its hegemonic
bargains. Here, the U.S. aims to remain hierarchical; but the exchanges unugrtrdi
superordinate position are becoming much more mutually driven and acceptable to
subordinates. As the Obama administration has promoted, the U.S. will to continue

offering functional services for the international system. In returresstat expected to

¥ China’s statist capitalism offers an exception, however.
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submit to agreed upon hierarchical rules. For example, the U.S. may begingyieldin
authority in the economic and political realms by sharing greater leadershifheve
Bretton Woods institutions. Yet, it will expect to remain hierarchical in ggaiffairs.
In this sense, the U.S. will becomérat among equaldJnlike the first possible
outcome, this one entails retaining American hierarchy over subordinatesvétpwe
recognizing its diminished position, its bargains will be more agreeable.

The third possibility suggests U.S. hegemonic decline will lead to a complete
breakdown of the postwar liberal international order. This is the outcome liberal
internationalism rejects as most unlikely. Liberals claim that whed.t.S. will certainly
have to reconjure its role as hegemony slips away (possibilities one and twiberdle
order itself remains firmly in place. As Ikenberry (2011) says, “Amernmaver may rise
or fall, and its foreign policy ideology may wax and wane between multilatedal
imperial impulses, but the wider and deeper liberal global order is now & tealihich
America must itself accommodate” (p. 332). Indications that the system isthrehe

would include the order becoming much less open and less rules-based.

The Triumph of Liberalism?

Rejecting the third as most unlikely, Ikenberry (2011) suggests the world will
begin to resemble the configurations described in the first two possibitibegever,
instead of outright dismissal, scholars should pay greater attention to the thocheutc
The shifts in the global trading order problematized in this dissertation mgpsetant

guestions about the openness and liberal characteristics of the contempaeany sys
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While a breakdown of the liberal order does not appear imminent, the trajectory of the
regime since the onset of American hegemonic decline is worrisome. Helptiilsfor
debate, Ikenberry (2011) references the trade system to buttress thehadidkeli the

third outcome. If breakdown and closure were occurring, he says, “the system of open,
multilateral trade could collapse, ushering in a 1930s-style world of mdisranti

regional blocs, and bilateral pacts” (p. 310). What he does not account for, however, is
that while the multilateral trade system has not collapsed, the vehiclehhsbigh its

rules are created (multilateral trade rounds) has been incapacitatedréthan a decade
(since U.S. hegemonic decline began to emerge). Further, though the world has not
reverted to a 1930s style system of mercantilism, the trajectory ofisraddainly

moving at increasing speed towards overlapping and conflicting regional blocs and
bilateral trade arrangements. He goes on to describe the breakdown of theidssra

with these words: “The hegemonic order could simply yield to an internationainsyste
where several leading states or centers of power — for example, China, tlieSiaiéss,

and the European Union — establish their own economic and security sphere” (p. 310).
While this is not occurring in the security realm, as the U.S. retaimsnandf the
commons (Posen, 2003), the global proliferation of Preferential Trade Agreements
(PTASs) is beginning to resemble a hub-and-spoke system, as the leadintkstdiesy
mentions have negotiated more than fifty PTAs with much weaker, and often

subordinate, countrie€.

34 A hub-and-spoke trade strategy is typically identified with an imperiaigiofeolicy.
The purpose is to cut off subordinates from one another by forcing their comtmerce
traverse the imperiddub. | use the concept here not to argue U.S. trade policy is imperial,
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Figure 1 below captures the disparity in market power between the U.S., China,
and the EU in relation to their respective PTA partiigfs shown, an enormous gulf
exist between the GDP of these leading economies and partner states. Buggketts
that large economies prefer a hub-and-spoke preferential trade strategy, as the
overwhelmingly select to forge PTAs with much smaller economies. intlfesce are no
preferential agreements among the largest economies. That is, thera@yistterential
arrangements between the U.S., the EU and China (in any combination). The three cas
studies presented later support the argument that large economies sekeetithTA
significantly smaller ones because of the asymmetrical bargainingpemeant afforded
through their disparate market power. For the same reason, it seems the abs€Ace of P
among the largest economies results from their comparative market pswerpne side

will possess asymmetrical negotiating leverage over the other.

in that it seeks to cut off partners from one another. Rather, | use it here faciiptile
purpose, as a traditional hub-and-spoke system entails bilateral relatiorsiatw
overwhelming power and an array of much weaker polities.

% The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) data in these charts derives fromRitseVidrld
Economic Outlook Database, released April 2011,
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2011/01/weodata/index.aspx. Data on the
European Union’s GDP derives from the World Fact Book compiled by the Central
Intelligence Agency, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/thedror
factbook/geos/ee.html. The EU’s GDP data is also reflected in terms of RugcRaw/er
Parity, whereas the GDP data for the U.S. and China are reflected int@uices.
Economic data was not available for Macau (China FTA partner); Andorra, SaroMar
Faroe Islands, and Liechtenstein (EU FTA partners). Further, GDP dataceddéa,
Albania, Croatia, Bosnia, Serbia, Montenegro and Turkey were omitted asdbesges
are recognized as potential EU candidates.
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Figure 1 — Great Power GDP

Country GDP Country GDP Country GDP
United
States 14,657.80 | China 5,878.26 | EU 14,000.82
Canada 1,574.05 Australia 1,235.54 | Mexico 1,039.12
Australia 1,235.54 Indonesia 706.735 Korea 1,007.08
Mexico 1,039.12 Saudi 443.691 Switzerland 523.772

Arabia
Korea 1,007.08 Thailand 318.85 Norway 414.462
Colombia 285.511 UAE 301.88 S. Africa 357.259
Singapore 222.699 Malaysia 237.959 Colombia 285.511
Israel 213.147 Hong Kong | 225.003 Egypt 218.466
Chile 203.323 Singapore 222.699 Israel 213.147
Peru 152.83 Chile 203.323 Chile 203.323
Morocco 103.482 Philippines | 188.719 Algeria 160.27
Oman 55.62 Pakistan 174.866 Peru 152.83
Dominican 51.626 New 140.434 Morocco 103.482
Republic Zealand
Guatemala | 41.471 Kuwait 131.315 Tunisia 44.29
Jordan 27.527 Qatar 129.485 Lebanon 39.248
Bahrain 22.656 Vietnam 103.574 Jordan 27.527
Honduras 15.347 Oman 55.62
Nicaragua 6.551 Myanmar 42.953

Bahrain 22.656

Brunei 13.022

Cambodia 11.629

Laos 6.341

GDP comparison between largest trading economieS.(\China, & EU) and their respective preferential
trading partners.

Ikenberry (2011) looks again to the trade regime to support his first possible

outcome, that the U.S. will voluntarily relinquish authority as its hegemony costioue

decline. He claims that the WTO is, “already a post-hegemonic type ot gistem of

rules” (p. 305). In which,

the United States does not have special rights or privileges under
international trade law. The leading trade states do exercise power in
various ways. This is due to their market size and overall standing in the
international order. But the norms of trade law are fundamentally based on
notions of equality and reciprocity (p. 305).

The first sentence in the quote is technically true. The U.Shéhaspossessed codified

legal rights or privileges in international trade law. Regardless, naatyyyears of

GATT law, along with the character of international trade, were shaped tanthohed
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by the overwhelming influence of American power. GATT laws were moldedeby th
U.S.’s ability to cut deals and make threats outside of the official decisiomgrfakum
(Steinberg, 2002). Thus, despite notions of equality in terms of rights and priyileges
regime operated through the ability of the U.S. to influence subordinate members.

Contrary to his prediction, the decline of American hegemony after the Cold War
has not spurred a divestment of authority to the wider regime membership. Instead, U.S
trade policy has shifted away from multilateralism altogether and moumthteral
environments where its leverage remains unchallenged. As the case studiesrd&monst
the U.S. continues to use the same tactics once wielded multilaterallyrralters
bilateral and regional negotiating environments. Therefore, instead of allagrost-
hegemonic international regime (steered by cooperation among secontiEsasth
rising developing countries), the WTO, as evidenced by Doha’s standstill and the
proliferation of PTAs, faces serious challenges.

Ikenberry (2011) acknowledges market size as a power resource the U.S. used to
achieve its goals in the second sentence; but underplays how, and the extent to which,
market size influenced outcomes. Instead, he reverts back to the venegmoddgghe
regime exemplified by its equality and reciprocity norms. The last of wthehMost
Favored Nation (MFN) principle, was the bedrock of the postwar multilatadcs tirder.

Yet, due to their non-reciprocal nature, the surge of PTAs since the late 1990s has
significantly weakened this principle.

Ikenberry (2011) fails to mention the demise of the current Doha Round

altogether. This is surprising, given the focus on the health and functiorizitgl$
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place on international institutions. Doha’s perpetual negotiating freezetesliba

regime is failing to achieve one of its fundamental objectives: To conclude peraxi
agreements to further the liberalization of trade. In a sense, the post-heg@i@iis a
global system of rules experiencing a crisis preventifrgit making more rule®\long

with lkenberry (2011), we should laud the WTO’s dispute resolution mechanism, and the

extent to which members uphold established WTO commitments.

Spaghetti Bowls, not Building Blockss

As mentioned above, lkenberry’'s (2011) predictions for the continuation of a
rules-based, liberal post-hegemonic international system downplays theifigacif
multilateral trade and its replacement with global preferentiali$ra.stirge of
preferentialism is a significant challenge to the optimism of libaetahphalism, as
multilateralism was a fundamental tenet of the postwar liberal dfdéberals contend,
instead, that preferential trade schemes are merely alternative#titateralism,
claiming both advance free trade rules and norms. Thus, regional, bilateral, and
plurilateral agreements actually represent a deepening of the liberal order

However, while PTAs may be based upon free trade norms, the preferential
privileges they create undermine the liberal character of the ordexgitly violating
the MFEN principle, preferential trade agreements are inherentlyrdisatory. Bhagwati

(1993, 1995, 1998, 2003) points out that studies supportive of preferential agreements fail

3¢ For an overview of the cultural and intellectual challenges to the neolibaraptral
ideology of the 1980s and 1990s, see Helleiner (2003). For arguments challenging the
eventual convergence of a truly global liberal economic order see Higgditli$

(2000).
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to account for how these arrangements affect liberalization at the teudtileevel. For
instance, Levy (1997) and McLaren (2002) suggest that otherwise feasillataralt
agreements can become obstructed by preferential agreements. Krisna{izo@at
by diverting trade from excluded countries, preferential agreements ceeds for
members’ producers. Since global free trade would eliminate these rentagents
may decide for political reasons to withdraw from multilateral negotiatin order to
preserve them. Thus, preferential agreements create incentives foeraeémabandon
multilateral negotiations, as their trade diverting consequences caatgereats for
members’ producers that are politically salient to protect.

Ornelas (2005) shows that the apparent success of preferential trade atgeeme
may actually point to their failure. When external tariffs are low enougtirezthe
exports of non-members, excluded countries benefit. This is because they gasethcrea
access to a preferential market without having to lower their own traderbaasehey
would be required to do in a multilateral agreement. This poses a danger to the trade
regime, as it reduces incentives for even non-aligned countries to pursuetenaltila
negotiations. “Hence, FTAs [Free Trade Agreements] can harm the neudtilaading
system when neither trade diversion nor the undermining of free trade by FTBensem
is a source of concern; instead, they may incitentimemembers to hinder
multilateralism” (Ornelas, 2005, p. 1719). Lowering tariffs to excluded cosntrie
therefore, reduces their incentive to work towards cooperation in the multilatmwal a

The proliferation of preferential agreements also hinders internatiodallisa

generating a complex web of overlapping and often contradictory legahtiesiies.
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Coined as the Spaghetti Bowl Effect by Bhagwati (1995), preferentialragnée must

contend with issues concerning rules of origin, since preferential partmgdifferent

external tariffs. Rules of origin determine whether the exports of one parensubject

to preferential tariff levels from the other partner. The criteria of mfien depends on

how much of the exported good was sourced and produced in one country. The MFN
principle intrinsic to multilateralism completely eliminates rulesmdin issues.

However, in a world of competing preferential blocs, they significantly €@@nplexity

and, “clutter up trade with discrimination depending on the ‘nationality’ of a good”
(Bhagwati, 1995, p. 5). For instance, suppose state A and state B have an agreement.
State A also has a separate agreement with state C. Goods importedeno stah
non-members, that are then transformed into new products for exportation now
experience differing rules of origin when exported to states B and C. In addition t
complexity, this constitutes the discriminatory effect of preferenti@eagents, as some

rules of origin may be more beneficial than others, and is a serious point of contention
among trading countries. During the 1980s and 1990s, the U.S. told the Japanese that the
cars produced by their firms in the U.S. do not qualify as U.S. exports. However, the
European suggestion that these same autos should be a part of the U.S.’s voluntary export
restraints, enraged USTR Carla Hills (Bhagwati, 1995). The complexity and

discrimination intrinsic to conflicting rules of origin requirements becomgified each

time states forge new preferential agreements.
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Neoliberal Institutionalism

Doha’s decade long impasse also offers a recent challenge to the assumptions of
neoliberal institutionalism\’ This strain of liberal theory has a long pedigree, beginning
with functionalist integration theory in the 1940s and 1950s (Haas, 1964; Mitrany, 1966),
neo-functionalist regional integration theory in the 1980kge interdependence literature
of the 1970% and, last, neoliberal institutionalism (also known as regime theory) in the
1980s" Liberal institutionalism aimed to account for the perpetuation of postwar
regimes, despite the slippage of American economic hegemony in the 1970s. Indeed,
Ikenberry’s (2011) conclusion, that the system of embedded liberal rules andiamstitut
will survive in a post-hegemonic world, is a restatement of the regime theas/-titbat
liberal institutions can flourish without the coordination of a hegemon. Articulated
frequently in the literature, regimes are, “sets of implicit or expliaiiggules, norms,
rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations convaerge i
given area of international relations” (Krasner, 1982). Neoliberal instiialists argued

regimes mitigate the Hobbesian character of international anarcting #srated

3" Much of the intellectual roots of my critique of liberal institutionalism\desifrom
Joseph Grieco’s (1990) earlier analysis of cooperation over Non-TarifeBaries
codified during the Tokyo Round of GATT negotiations.

% See Haas, 1958; Haas, 1968; Nye, 1971.

39 See Cooper, 1972; Morse, 1970; Keohane & Nye, 1977.

“0 See the special issue on regimemternational OrganizationKrasner (1983);

Axelrod, (1984); Axelrod & Keohane, (1985); Keohane (1984); Krasner (1981); Lipson,
(1984); Snidal (1985)
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interactions among states diminishes incentives to cheat. Theorists developed g
theoretic models to demonstrate the rationality of cooperation regimes engsdfeitang
a normative element to their analy$is.

Regime theory is most developed in Robert Keohane’s (1984) important book,
After HegemonyKeohane argues that cooperation among regime members sustains the
benefits previously afforded by a hegemon. The incentives regimes offer iroareas
public goods socializes states to understand their interests depend on compromise, not
unilateral calculation. Keohane sees his argument as amending a fundament#t
Hegemonic Stability Theory (HST) — that regimes face collapse asroey wanes. The
theory of hegemonic stability, he argues, accounts for the rise of interhagéigimaes, as
dominant states seek to advance their interests. It fails, however, to explain thei
continued existence after the decline of hegemony. In his analysis, thedheory
hegemonic stability is treated in “crude” (p. 31) form as a simplistic ptwery, based
on structural realist assumptions. In this less complicated account, the destrddut
material power explains the capability of strong states to generateeisegnd exercise
hegemonic leadership. The theory also predicts the disintegration of regimesahen t
dominant state is no longer hegemonic. Keohane (1984) argues that instead of dissolving
after hegemonic decline, many regimes survive. This is because the demizwednfor

persists, as regimes facilitate mutually beneficial arrangesramong states.

“1 For instance, the Prisoners’ Dilemma and the game of chicken are classithganetic
examples.
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To explain why regimes do not disintegrate after decline, Keohane (1984)
synthesizes the theoretical assumptions of institutionalism and realmm ke former,
Keohane (1984) argues the interests of states create an environment of interdepende
Realism stresses the importance of power to coordinate interdependence @lfrong s
interested actors. Using rational choice theory, Keohane (1984) constiuictsianalist
theoryof international regimeghat arrives at the same conclusions as institutionalism;
yet operates on realist premises. His functionalist theory argueSnietnational
institutions change rational calculations of interest and facilitate niyiadtantageous
bargains among independent states; it also emphasizes the greatémeais¢aining
existing regimes than of creating new ones” (p. 184). Thus, rational seshdrives
states in regimes to continue cooperating in the absence of hegemony. Keohane (1984)
stresses the cooperation required for regimes to function is an arduous progagshby
“actors adjust their behavior to the actual or anticipated preferences i, ttiheugh a
process of policy coordination” (p. 51). As such, international regimes decre@seass
of “discord” (p. 15) in the international system. Discord occurs when states, pursuing
their interests, regard the policy pursuits of others as hindering their osi¢sad,
regimes have the capability to transform discord into cooperation.

Therefore, we should expect cooperation among members of the trade regime to
persist, despite U.S. hegemonic decline after the Cold War. As neoliberatkimssiism
suggests, the decline of American hegemony should not entail the collapseilaterailt
trade. Instead, the WTO should continue as the locus of coordination for member states.

The benefits accrued through the deepening of trade liberalization shouldalter t
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egoistic calculations of member states, generating the levels pfaonse necessary to
sustain robust trade interdependence, facilitating the conclusion of the current Doha
round. If this accurate, then states should be exhibiting a will to compromise and
cooperate with one another to ensure survival and supremacy of the multitatetars.

As neoliberal institutionalism suggests, we should be observing the WTO evolve into a
functional, non-hegemonic regime (coinciding with American hegemonic dealice si

the 1990s).

Instead, the regime is discordant — evidenced by a decade of failed negotiations
over the Doha agenda. Unlike the predictions of neoliberal institutionalism, theereg
has not altered the egoistic calculations of member states towards conepmachis
cooperation. As a U.S. State Department trade negotiator, interviewed fordjeist,
remarked on Doha’s failure: “No one is willing to sacrifice their goldem’¢&tate
Dept. Interview, 2009). While multilateral trade continues to function among @egim
members, multilateralism has experienced growing competition by thesfurge
preferential trade catalyzed by Doha'’s discord. Alas, despite theo Bapadriority of
multilateral trade, U.S. hegemonic decline has accompanied a universal relmgjoishi
multilateralism as the primary vehicle of international trade. In #sglmembers have
actively pursued unilateral and autonomous trade arrangements that, as B{iE2@ati
1995) and others claim, harms the postwar liberal trading order. Therefore, the décl
U.S. hegemony has not led to an environment of cooperation among non-hegemonic
regime members. Contrary to Keohane’s (1984) analysis, Doha revealastates

unwilling to adjust their behavior to the preferences of others in order to forge policy
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coordination around issues on the round’s agenda. As he defines it, discord has
characterized the behavior of WTO members throughout Doha negotiationsegs stat
regard the policy pursuits of others as hindering their own goals. Chapter 3 provides

greater empirical evidence of the discord undermining the Doha round.

Summarizing the Critique of Liberalism

This lengthy discussion of liberalism seeks to make the following arguments
Despite the optimism offered by liberal internationalism’s predictiona fowst-
hegemonic world, the postwar multilateral trade regime is in crisisbéey (2011)
offers two predictions for how the U.S. will reorient itself in response to declining
hegemony. The first suggests the U.S. will voluntarily relinquish its hieratqgusdion
and assume less responsibilities in international institutions. Instead,recoignize
shifts in the distribution of power towards developing countries and encourageatash st
to assume greater leadership in IGOs. The second prediction suggests thel U.S. wil
attempt to retain its hierarchy over allies by renegotiating its hexgjerbargains.
Understanding its hegemony is waning, the U.S. will pursue bargains weth thit
retain its dominance; yet are more palatable to subordinates.

However, the evidence from the postwar multilateral trade regime sice th
descent of American hegemony in the 1990s challenges both of these claims. Irerespons
to Ikenberry’s (2011) first prediction, if the U.S. was relinquishing control tandgog
developing countries in the trade regime, the Doha round may already have concluded.

However, the agenda would include the liberalization of agriculture in industdaliz
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countries, particularly the EU and the U.S. This outcome has been staunchly blocked by
both U.S. and European trade negotiators. Thus, there is little support to suggest the U.S.
is willing to relinquish control over the trajectory of global multilaterati&. His second
prediction enjoys more empirical support, however. During the lead up to Doha
negotiations in the late 1990s, the U.S. exhibited a willingness to renegatiate it
traditional hegemonic bargains with subordinates in the regime. It did this blirsigis
intention to seriously address what developing countries considered urdfair tra

practices. However, the early years of the Doha round revealed that develmomtiges

were not interested in compromise, or only securing partial gains. As suchotraditi
subordinates rejected U.S. overtures to renegotiate the U.S.’s hegemonit. barga
Ikenberry (2011) does not account for the prospect that subordinates may actusdly ref
to accept a new hegemonic bargain, even if they make some gains.

His third prediction asserts that despite declining American hegemony, the
postwar liberal international order will remain firmly entrenched. While not suggest
the liberal character of global governance is under significant threagctdnet r
experience of the trade regime suggests the strengths of that ordez mesker than
Ikenberry and others allow. The foundation of the postwar multilateral traseerégthe
Most Favored Nation principle. Since the late 1990s, states have abandoned their
commitment to this fundamental tenet of the postwar order through the praiesat
unilateral trade strategies by forging PTAs. While the flow of glabadlt orchestrated
through multilateralism is still abundant, preferential trade has emasgadignificant

competitor. As advocated by trade economists, the shift away from multitateeand
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towards preferentialism is Pareto inferior, and damaging to the postdarti@er.
Therefore, while U.S. decline may not translate into the collapse of the pdibevalr
order, the experience of the trade regime in the wake of hegemonic decliastsulg
order may not be as robust as Ikenberry (2011) asserts.

Last, neoliberal institutionalism predicts that declining American hegemidhy
steer member states towards ensuring the regime survives. The theoryssinggeise
loss of a hegemon, capable of furthering trade liberalization by concluding sufitseque
negotiating rounds, should alter the egoistic calculations of WTO memberadio$te
narrow calculations of self interest, non-hegemonic states should be exhibiting a
willingness to compromise in order to bring Doha to a close. However, as the decade
long standstill has shown, there is little cooperation, or even coherence, among

developing or developed states.

Hegemonic Stability Theory and U.S. Decline

Unlike the theoretical predictions offered by liberalism, the evidence from the
history of the trade regime supports the theories of hegemony offered by Kd8sf@r (
and Gilpin (1981), both of whom contributed to the literature comprising Hegemonic
Stability Theory (HST). While both liberalism and HST agree that hegsmstablish
international orders to further their interests, liberalism’s conception ehinauy is
hindered by its “roseate” (Grieco, 1990) outlook. In contrast, Gilpin (1975, 1981) and
Krasner (1976) offer an explanation of hegemony that more accurately resdheol

experience of U.S. dominance over the multilateral trade regime. As diddussw,
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their assessment suggests hegemony is coercive, diverging from not dniagiee
portrayed by liberal internationalism; but also Charles Kindleberger (1973, 1981, 19864,

1986b) — considered the intellectual forbearer of the HST tradition.

Benevolent Hegemony

Reflecting on the stock market crash and subsequent global depression of the
1930s, Kindleberger (1973) wrote that the cause of those tumultuous years centered on
the inability of the British Empire to stabilize the international econonstesy and the
unwillingness of the U.S. to take the rein. Kindleberger argued that interdationa
economic stability is a public good that cannot exist in the absence of a singleadbmi
state who is willing and capable to sustain such a system. This outcome will likely
manifest when one state is comparatively large enough to capture a share oéftie be
greater than the entire cost of providing for the order (Snidal, 1985). Collectivptste
to provide for such systems fail, as no single state is ultimately respomsitite f
maintenance in times of crisis. Kindleberger says, “economists and paitieatists
usually agree that such arrangements, whether duopoly or bilateral monopoly, are
unstable...With a duumvirate, a troika, or slightly wider forms of collectispamsibility
such as the Summit of Seven or the Group of Trenbuck has no place to stqi973,
p. 298)*2 According to Snidal (1985), Kindleberger’s (1973) approach entails two
general conclusions. The first is that a dominant state will seek to sistatalble

international regimes. Second, though the dominant states turns a profit from providing

2 Emphasis added.
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the international economic structure, smaller states gain even more. Giesll s
effectively free ride, as they bear none of the costs of providing regyeteshare fully

in the benefits. The novelty of Kindleberger’'s approach, according to Snidal (1985), is
not that powerful states create international regimes. As he says, thatamtlagsgoes
back at least to Thucydides. Rather, the novelty is the use of a collective achafafor
and the implication that hegemony is beneficial for all actors, particularlyeh&est

ones.

The logic of Kindleberger’'s argument rests, in part, upon Mancur Olson’s (1971)
notion of the collective action problem. Olson suggests that without a dominant state to
pay the costs of maintaining an international economic infrastructure, indigidtes
will pursue economic strategies maximizing their self-interessrective of the effects
their behavior has for the system. This includes pursuing mercantilist foradtmn tr
policies, such as creating exclusive zones of trade aimed to discriminatst agai
competitor state®’

According to Kindleberger, a hegemon successfully bears the cost of maintaining
the global economic and financial system if it performs the following fivetinms
(1973, p. 289). First, despite domestic pressure to do otherwise, it must hold fast to free
trade principles and maintain an open import market during times of econcsisé“cri

This allows non-hegemonic states to liquidate their surpluses and maintaithg tradle

*3Such as the imperial preference systems exercised by the Britishesoti Euring the
interwar years.

* Typically, domestic producers lobby for higher tariffs on imports to protegtsiales
from international competition.
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balance, even though it may generate losses to the hegemon’s domestic pradticers.
the exception of agriculture, the U.S. has offered this benefit to subordinates thmugh th
multilateral trade regime. Second, the hegemon must engage in counterdsgetioay to
keep the financial system stable. This means that during times of domessisioa, the
hegemon increases foreign lending and in times of growth it cuts back lending and
increases imports. Third, the hegemon must provide for a relatively stabla gfste
exchange rates. It must also, fourth, coordinate the macroeconomic policies among the
states in the system. Last, the hegemon must serve as the internatiomaifliéaste
resort to states in financial crisis. As hegemon, the U.S. provided these fuhatithres
international order through its leadership of the postwar Bretton-Woods iastiuti

Lake (1993) reformulates Kindleberger's five stabilizing functions into tw
simpler criteria. The first claims a stable international economynexjaimedium of
exchange. The second focuses on the hegemon’s ability to provide liquidity. This also
subsumes Kindleberger’s first criterion, as maintaining a market forsisjoods is
another form of financing. Lake (1993) adds protection of private property to tho$ lis
requirements. He says, “The more fully specified and secure property rightiseamore
easily the wheels of commerce and finance can turn” (Lake, 1993, p. 463). Thus, a stable
international economy also demands clear definitions and protection of private property
rights.

As Lake (1993) notes, one of Kindleberger’s innovations is to suggest that
international stability does not occur naturally. Rather, it must be created andinedl,

thus constituting it as a public good. Not all scholars agree with the notion thaatftee t
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is a public good, however (see Conybeare, 1984; Snidal, 1985). Lake generally concurs
with this criticism; but claims it is misdirected. For Lake, freddres, “rival and
excludable and therefore not public, although the enforcement of trade rules — such as the
unconditional most-favored nation principle is a public good prone to collective action
problems” (1993, p. 463).

Kindleberger’'s (1973) theory of hegemonic stability assumes a single, dominant
state is necessary for the provision of international regimes. While Keohane (1984)
disagrees, arguing regimes can survive after hegemony, both neolibe natliomstitsm
and Kindleberger’s theory envision U.S. postwar hegemony as benevolent. Fos,liberal
benevolence manifested by adhering to multilateralism and rules-basediamst. For
Kindleberger (1973), it was the free riding aspect of U.S. lead internatiomakeseg
Kindleberger even made reference to a “benevolent despot,” a powerful stateewith t
capability and willingness to unilaterally provide an international econorder.oWhile
Kindleberger (1973) describes hegemons as altruistic, Lake (1993)edldnifit most
scholars in this tradition treat dominant states as rational and egoist& sex&ing to
maximize their material welfare. Importantly, this approach also asstimat the law of
comparative advantage holds and states pursue free trade if an infrastixistard bus,

free trade emerges once a dominant state establishes such an order.

Coercive Hegemony

Departing from Kindleberger, Krasner (1976) and Gilpin (1975, 1981) offer a

more coercive understanding of hegemony nestled within realist IR theosylinkhof
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theorizing focuses on the degree of openness and protection in hegemonic systéms. Mos
relevant, these scholars are concerned with how hegemons use their superiority to
structure the international economy to their advantage. Unlike Kindleberger (1#73), t
structure of the international economy may or may not benefit others in the sfstem
Snidal (1985) says, this version of HST, “fits as comfortably with situationgich a
hegemonic power pursues ‘imperialism by free trade’ as with situations whepea
international economy benefits a wider set of nation-states” (p. 586).

Stephen Krasner’'s (1976) seminal “State Power and the Structure of tiotetha
Trade” strongly represents this perspective. Krasner uses state pawvgr dssuming
the structure of international trade results from the interests of powetkes sGilpin’s
(1975) argument regarding multinational corporations also shares the premise that
hegemon’s establish international orders to promote unilateral interests (with no
connection to the provision of public goods). Noting the difference between
Kindleberger’'s (1973) theory and those of Krasner (1976) and Gilpin (1981), Snidal
(1985) concludes “even though Krasner’s and Gilpin’s arguments are often considered
together with those of Kindleberger and Keohane, they differ substantially in not
stipulating any of the generalized benefits associated with the public goodsest”
(1985, p. 586). Gilpin’®Var and Change in World Politi¢4981), claims hegemony is
fundamental to preserving peace and stability in the international systens \Wwathi
Gilpin’s (1981) thesis claims that the stability hegemons provide is, in fact, a gabtic
- benefiting all states in the system. Interestingly, this is trenesf Kindleberger’s

(1973) theory. Though, as Snidal (1985) captures, Gilpin adds a “novel twist” that keeps
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it distinct. He says that while the hegemonic state provide international ibrebdracts
contributions from subordinate states to offset the costs. The hegemon, in this genderin
of the theory, acts like a centralized, quasi-government - providing internatroiea|

and taxing states in the system. Subordinate states, reluctant to pay, succumhealue to t
hegemon’s preponderance of power.

In contrast, Kindleberger’s public goods argument supposes that the provision is
decentralized. The hegemon is incapable of inducing others to share costs, or to exclude
them from the good. Therefore, subordinate states take advantage of the hegemon,
irrespective of its power. In Gilpin’s (1981) version, the hegemon establiskésas a
centralized authority, extracting contributions. The implications of this igfidcuses the
theory from the ability to provide public goods, to the ability to coerce others topay fo
them (Snidal, 1985). According to Gilpin, subordinate states will remain exploited, until
the costs of overthrowing the hegemon become less than the costs of exploitation.
Therefore, systems with a strong hegemon will most likely be more tatpleithan
those with a weak one. In this way, Gilpin (1981) is making a relative power argument
as the ability of the hegemon to force payment relies on its capability teecoerc
contributions.

The literature representing World Systétrend Dependené§theories make

similar arguments regarding hegemony as Krasner (1976) and Gilpin (1975, 1981).

*>See, Arrighi 1994; Arrighi & Silver 1996; Chase-Dunn 1989; Wallerstein 1974, 2004.
4e5ee, Cardoso 1972, 1977; Cardoso & Faletto 1979; Chew & Denemark 1996 Chilcote

1974; Dos Santos 1970; Frank 1966, 1996. For a critique of Dependency Theory see
Smith, T. (1979).
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World Systems Theory and Dependency Theory are perspectives concéshadg g
economic hierarchy grounded in a Marxist perspective. Most important, they
problematize a basic world structure between core areas of capital gotteparareas of
resources and cheap labor. Both approaches assume superordinate states exploit
subordinate ones in order to maximize their economic gains and maintain dominance
over the periphery. These perspectives offer similar accounts of Amenida@riéish

rule as Krasner’'s and Gilpin’s theories. In both eras, the dominant power esthfrkghe
trade regimes, because open systems aggrandized the capital intensiveniepaders
most. This aggrandizement, however, derived at the expense of resource rich, labor
intensive subordinate actors.

As Snidal (1985) articulates, the benevolent and coercive logics offer two
different conceptions of the role of dominant states in international systeptstdmtly,
both claim the dominant actor provides public goods, and both assume that the order
these public goods provide makes states better off than they would be in the absence of
hegemony. However, they differ regarding the provision of this good. Their disteibut
implications can be reduced to a asking whether the dominant state is taken &dofintag

or whether it exercises power over others to maximize its advantage.

Hegemony and Security
Others writing in this tradition consider the security externalitissa@ated with

trade (Gowa, 1989; Gowa & Mansfield, 1993). Gowa (1989) claims hegemonic stability
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theorists, as well as theorists working in the standard international trads tifaelttion,

ignore the security dimension in their analyses. She criticizes thatdheraic

exchanges of trade are treated as though they occur in a political vacuumythereb

focus is exclusively on the real income gains accruing through tradectiiesa Yet, as

she rightly points out, national power is an integral component of trade agreements, as

they generate security externalities. She says,
The security externalities of trade arise from its inevitable jointiness
production: the source of gains from trade is the increased efficiency with
which domestic resources can be employed, and this increase in efficiency
itself frees economic resources for military uses. Thus, trade insrisse
potential military power of any country that engages in it. In doing so, it
can disrupt the preexisting balance of power among the contracting states
(p- 1246).

Noting the anarchic nature of the international system, Gowa (1989) clainmdrege

states are less concerned with the absolute income trade produces than neittitiee

power effect. Her argument is largely supported by U.S. hegemony over theetyade,

as American leaders used trade to fortify and secure its alliar@estatpe Soviet

Union. To the degree that states care about relative or absolute gains, Gowa (1989)

argues states prefer to trade with friends than foes. As stated in the quaethis is

because the efficiency gains of free trade enjoyed by allies iesréd@s strength of the

coalition?’

7 See Gowa & Mansfield (1993) for a rehash of her initial argument, but presettied wi
more statistical evidence.
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Explanatory Framework

We now need to consider how the HST literature speaks to the questions pursued
in this project. As discussed, there is a fundamental difference between Kigdkebe
(1973, 1981) image that hegemony allows subordinates to free ride, and Gilpin’s (1975,
1981) claim subordinates pay tribute. This dissertation does not seskthese
propositions, in fact the empirical chapters offer support for both conclusions.
Nonetheless, the image of hegemony offered in the writings of Krasner (1@76jlpin
(1975, 1981) aligns closer to the experience of U.S. dominance (and decline) over the
trade regime. The historical narrative presented in chapter three oifdeaee for why
this is the case.

Despite their differences, both the benevolent and coercive strains find consensus
on important aspects of hegemony; particularly why hegemons form regimes. As
Kindleberger (1973) claims, the emergence of a free trade system inatota
occurrence. Instead, it must be coordinated by a willing; yet dominantBb#tevariants
suggest international trading orders emerge when such a state is botarglyffic
powerful, and able to capture most of the benefits. For instance, Krasner (1976) argues
that the British and the Americans instituted free trade systems becanseamper free
orders overwhelmingly benefited their economies. Kindleberger (1973) aksesagith

this premise. Though subordinates free ride in his analysis, the hegemon not only
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recaptures the entire cost of providing for the system, it reaps greatétsbias all
others.

The other literatures examined help to situate the investigation of American
hegemonic decline over the trade regime. The literature on unipolarity prolzesntie
U.S.’s current unique situation. Though it achieved unipolarity by winning the Cold War,
hegemonic decline has accompanied the U.S.’s preeminent status. As Ikenberry (2011)
Finnemore (2009) and others suggest, American hegemony diminished due to a crisis of
legitimacy. Akin to the discrepancy between coercive and benevolent hegemony, the
causes of U.S. hegemonic decline are only of secondary importance to thigtiissert
Instead, what is of central importance concéims the U.S. exercised its hegemony over
the regime, and the way it has reoriented behavior in response to decline. A$9%ke
2003, 2006, 2007, 2009) helps us to conceptualize, hegemony operates through
exchanges with subordinate states. Through its exchanges, the hegemon gjaplogts s
for its economic and security interests. As Lake claims, superordiriate poovide
incentives (or disincentives) to subordinates for acquiescing to particulandenwith
respect to the trade regime, the U.S. used the relative enormity of its nizekas a
primary power resource to lock in support for its policies. Its status as hegesaon al
allowed it to wield other power resources in exchange for compliance. Fordasthe
threat of denying resources and aid, or weakening its security commitment to non
compliant states. The exchanges undergirding American hegemony in the giade re

are detailed in chapter three.
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In line with Lake’s logic, hegemonic decline occurs when the dominant state is no
longer capable to negotiate hierarchical exchanges. At this point, subordioptes s
acquiescing to the hegemon’s policy demands, as what the hegemon offers is no longer
sufficient. The causes leading to decline may derive from many sources,ngdioeli
overextension of the hegemon’s commitments (Kennedy, 1987), which, as Keohane
(1984) notes, diminishes the hegemon’s share of world wealth. As discussed here,
hegemony also unravels when subordinates no longer recognize the hegemon as
legitimate. Regardless, its inability to broker exchanges with suborderaigss
hegemony, potentially leading to regime fracture.

As Ikenberry (2011) and Gilpin (1981) argue, declining hegemons alter their
strategies to cope with decline. Ikenberry (2011) offers predictions for hashaudd
expect the U.S. to respond. However, the recent experience of the trade regime raises
serious challenges to his assessment. Gilpin (1981) suggests declining hegeampts a
to reassert their power by reorienting policies in two ways. They aillogate resources
towards reestablishing their preponderance, or they reduce commitmemésatBig new
resources to maintain the costs of dominance may occur through domestic taxthiion wi
the hegemonic state (Gilpin, 1981, p. 188). As Gilpin (1981) points out, efforts to
increase taxation is often a short term solution, typically meet withaeses Therefore,
declining hegemons will more likely employ indirect methods to stave ofinged/iost
relevant for this study, he argues hegemons seek to manipulate their tereae ofith

subordinate countries (Gilpin, 1981).
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The case studies of U.S. bilateral FTAs support Gilpin’s (1981) expectation of
declining hegemonic behavior. As mentioned above, Gilpin (1981) specifies declining
hegemons will attempt to renegotiate the terms of trade with subordinate $tadJ).S.
accomplished this by shifting to bargaining venues that assured its asicametr
bargaining leverage. The case studies also suggest the U.S. pursuedod ficneggn
policy and economic goals in these smaller negotiating environments. tingggeshese
goals mirror those pursued while hegemonic over the regime. In particular, TAS. F
were used by the Bush administration to promote American War on Terrorism palic
Gowa (1989; Gowa & Mansfield, 1993) argues, the operationalization of the trade regim
intrinsically entails security externalities. The hegemon uses theeexg a vehicle to
advance its geostrategic agenda by rewarding, enticing and threatenirdjreatber

In sum, the assessment of these literatures allows us to form a théoretica
framework conceptualizing the rise, fall, and consequences of American hegemonic
decline over the multilateral trade regime. Hegemonic states aneateational trade
regimes advancing their economic and geostrategic interests. Thedmegeondinates
cooperation and compliance among regime members through a series of egchang
Situated as a centralized authority, it wields power to entice and threaetgttdliow
the policies it promotes. The ability of the hegemon to coordinate such exchangss acros
the spectrum of regime members attests to its dominant status relatikierto ot
Hegemonic decline manifests when the dominant state can no longer broker such
exchanges. Subsequent regime failure will most likely occur unless ancibreassumes

the hegemonic role and coordinates the requisite exchanges to sustain the regime
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Alternatively, a contingent of non-hegemonic actors may reorient egastidations
and endure necessary compromises to ensure regime benefits are sustavwesdrH
this outcome will only emerge if non-hegemonic states posses an overwhelraregtint
to rescue the fracturing regime.

The hegemon, unable to advance its economic and geostrategic policies, will shift
to venues where its asymmetrical power remains intact. Instead of atighopt
coordinate the activities of multiple states within the regime, it will movegotiate
trade in smaller settings, most likely with only one or two other statessifaisgy
allows the former hegemon to continue pursuing its economic and geostrategaspolici

As stated, we should expect the former hegemon to pursue the economic and
geostrategic policies it once advanced multilaterally in its new, entalgaining
environments. In certain instances, the former hegemon will use its asynofnedriyer
to broker trade agreements benefiting its own firms at the expense of thodaén pa
states. In other instances, trade agreements may serve as an opportunhgngex
preferential access to its markets in order to secure support for securityeigd policy
goals.

The following empirical chapters assess the theoretical frameweskmed here
against the experience of U.S. hegemonic decline over the trade regimexiltieapser
examines how the U.S. managed the regime during the height of its hegemony, and how
its decline caused a strategic reorientation. The next chapter also ex#mie&perience
of the trade regime since the cessation of U.S. hegemony. The purpose isstthasses

claims advanced by regime theory. In particular, regime theory expati§non-

60



hegemonic states exhibit an overwhelming interest in sustaining the benédfgs of t
GATT/WTO, they will engage in compromise in order to find a solution to Doha’s
impasse. The fourth and fifth chapters offer in depth case studies of U.S. trade
agreements negotiated after hegemony. These agreements were neguatsadecf the
multilateral order and support Gilpin’s (1981) claims regarding hegemonic behfigior a

decline.
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Chapter 3
HEGEMONY, THE FRACTURING OF THE MULTILATERAL ORDER AND
THE RISE OF U.S. BILATERAL TRADE STRATEGY: AN HISTORICAL
NARRATIVE
This chapter attempts to fortify the arguments established in the literatuew,
particularly that declining hegemony after the Cold War led to the fracturiting qfost
World War Il multilateral trade order. Liberal IR theory suggestemeamic decline is
transforming postwar international institutions from being U.S. dominated towards
power structure reflecting the growing influence of developing counmstutions
such as the multilateral trade regime will survive hegemonic decline aact i
growing decentralized nature of power emerging in the international systemevelr,
the narrative explicated here challenges this assumption. In the wakeiwihdecl
American hegemony, regime members relinquished their commitment to exclusive
multilateral trade and shifted to unilateral strategies based on bilaberaégional
preferential agreements. As discussed in the literature review, thiarstigtmines the
post World War 1l liberal international trading order, which adhered to nteltdism
for normative and economic reasons.
| build the argument by first detailing the nature of American hegemonylwver t

trade regime from the 1950s until the late 1990s. Based primarily on the work of
Steinberg (2002) and others, | argue that American hegemony over the multilatera

order operated by exploiting the consensus decision making rule governingithe. re
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The consensus rule legitimated the outcome of multilateral trade roundappsated to
constrain U.S. power and suggest all regime members (including developingejuntri
accorded with regime decisions. However, the veneer of legitimacy thensmssrule
system offered to the outside world masked U.S. bargaining tactics opemédtieg i
background to influence developing countries not to block consensus on its desired
proposals. Steinberg (2002) refers to this as bargaining in the ‘shadow’ of power. These
tactics are examined in a mini-case study of the Kennedy round (1964-1967), and also a
discussion of how the U.S. maneuvered consensus to conclude the Uruguay round (1986-
1994). The tactics examined, known as ‘invisible weighting’ (Mcintyre, 195§) alith
the conceptualization of how Lake (2009) and Ikenberry (2011) suggest international
hierarchy operates.

Next, | discuss how U.S. hegemony over the regime weakened in the yaars afte
the Uruguay round to render its invisible weighting tactics insufficientighees
surrounding U.S. hegemonic decline include the growth in WTO membership of
developing countries that were gaining economic strength. Concurrent witbettu ri
developing country importance and membership in the regime, U.S. shares of world trade
continued to decline, weakening the trade supremacy undergirding its hegemoroa positi
in the decades after World War II. As discussed in chapter two, the legitohac
American hegemony was also under challenge from its increasinglyeuallbehavior in
international affairs. World leaders expressed concern that unilatevadisra
consequence of the U.S.’s accession to unipolarity, and that their focus should aim to

balance American preeminence. These factors influenced a check on traditional

63



American hegemonic tactics in the regime by developing countries. Developing
countries, who traditionally acquiesced to not block consensus on American proposals,
began making blocking threats in the lead up to the launch of the Doha round, demanding
their issues on agricultural liberalization in developed countries move forward.

The chapter then examines the series of negotiations associated with the Doha
round from the late 1990s until 2008. The outcome of these negotiations challenge the
assumptions derived from neo-liberal internationalism, which suggests hegemonic
decline will spur non-hegemonic states to ‘rescue’ the regime through a dézedir
cooperative leadership scheme. There is little evidence that this has octistesdt], |
the character of the negotiations accords more closely to Keohane’s (1984) idesafipt
international ‘discord.’

Last, the chapter introduces the global shift away from multilaterafiad the
rise of preferential trade strategies that have emerged concurtietd i hegemonic

decline over the regime in the late 1990s.

U.S. Hegemonic Rule over the Trade Regime, 1947-1994
As Lake (2007) and Ikenberry (2011) suggest, the U.S. exercised hegemony over

the trade regime through hierarchical exchanges with subordinate negimbers from

the regime’s inception until the mid 1990s. These exchanges made multilateral agensens

possible, thereby furthering liberalization and bringing trade rounds to a clase. T

section argues hegemony over the regime operated through exploiting the consensus

decision making rule system so that the U.S. could exercise ‘invisible weigtatotigs
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(Mclintyre, 1953; Steinberg, 2002). A mini case study of the Kennedy Round (1964-

1967) is presented to offer empirical support for this claim.

Producing Consensus Under GATT

The U.S. began soliciting developing countries to join the multilateral trade
regime shortly after the Havana Chafttevas signed in 1947. Membership in the regime
was seen as a way to blunt the spread of Soviet influence in the developing world, and to
encourage free enterprise and protect market access outside the communist bloc.
However, the U.S. had to contend with how to maintain its dominance over the regime’s
trajectory and decisions, while still attracting developing countriesroAoweighted
voting system was rejected, as a majority of developing countries could pbtdatial
a bloc and prevent U.S. proposals (Steinberg, 2002; Jones, 2010). Instead, a consensus
based model predicated on sovereign equality was instituted. The consensus model was
attractive to developing countries, as it prevented non-Pareto improving proposals f
becoming trade law, or proposals that were Pareto improving; but overwhelmingly
beneficial for others.

A consensus based rule making system also permitted the U.S. to assure the
regime’s legislative outcomes reflected the power distribution of GATTbaesn
(Steinberg, 2002). Through a process known as ‘invisible weighting’ (Mclintyre, 1953),
the U.S. used the influence derived from its market size to prevent developingesountri

from blocking consensus around its issues. Invisible weighting tactics retg aisé of

“*8 The Havana Charter includes the documents creating the GATT.
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threats and side payments centered around granting or curtailing madss tacc

products developing countries deem sensitive. Therefore, despite the consenshs rul

U.S. dominated outcomes at the GATT. This is consistent with realist explarations
bargaining in international organizations, whereby powerful countries usénthence

to secure outcomes in organizations with unweighted voting systems (Morgenthau, 1940;
Buzan, 1981, Krasner, 1983). The consensus mechanism also fortified the regime’s
legitimacy as a postwar liberal international organization, while samebusly ensuring

U.S. economic interests were advanced (lkenberry, 2011).

According to Steinberg (2002), the consensus rule operated to the advantage of
developing countries during the agenda setting stage in the years leadingraprad's
launch. In fact, since consensus was necessary to launch rounds, the proposals of all
member states made it on the agenda. This is because vetoing a statiEpagensals
would lead them to deny consensus to launch the round. Historically, this resulted in
ambitious and wide ranging trade round agendas. The use of invisible weighting,
however, was employed towards the end of rounds, after developing country proposals
had been killed in committee. At this stage, the near complete agendadeftect
interests of the U.S. and the other most developed countries. Invisible weighticg) tacti
became necessary at this point to ensure developing countries would not bloc consensus,
allowing the round to come to a close. The power of the U.S. to engage in invisible
weighting derives from the relative enormity of its market size.ee frade systems the
gains and losses from market opening and closure more greatly affeerssnatomies

than larger ones (Hirschman, 1945; Waltz, 1970; Krasner, 1976). Whereas the U.S. was
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effectively immune to market opening and closures of developing countries, ¢ne latt
were greatly affected by American decisions to open and close markes aeseally
through the raising and lowering of import tariffs).

Steinberg (2002) discusses two invisible weighting tactics used by the U.S. to
generate consensus for outcomes skewed in its favor. The first involved asgaimetr
contracting. When targeted at one state, this took the form of side payments)gentaili
compensation to a GATT member that loses from a particular proposal in ordetute cap
their support for it. When aimed at a group of states, asymmetrical contracterged
as a ‘package deal’ offered in exchange for not blocking consensus.

The second tactic involves coercion, which Steinberg (2002) defines as threats to
make weaker countries worse off. Coercion aimed at a group of states, ‘tifsaterg
form” (Steinberg, 2002, p. 349), entailed the threat of exiting the regime altodether
consensus around its issues was blocked. The potency of this threat centered on locking
developing countries out of trade preferences available because of U.$atartian
the regime. U.S. leaders threatened, and used, exiting as a strategy siates/®owards
consensus at least four times in the regime’s history. In the 1970s, proposdisatede
to create a GATT-plus regime as a way to side step the deadlocked Tokyo round. The
threat entailed the most powerful developed countries creating a new atgamibat
shut out developing countries from preferential access to their marketar§imil
deadlock between developed and developing countries during the Uruguay round in the
late 1980s spurred talks for a Free Trade and Investment Area in the Orgarfaati

Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD). The FTA the U.S. negotiated with
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Israel in the early 1980s is also an instance of an exiting threat. The FTAsthé 8.
bilateral trade agreement, signaled to regime members that the ib8slyezonsidered
negotiating outside multilateralism, and offering preferential gearents to allies, if
members did not submit to its calls to launch the Uruguay round. Steinberg (2002) and
others argue that the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTAxs@ an
instance of exiting. NAFTA was a tactic to bring the European Community {B&k
to the negotiating table during the late stages of the Uruguay round. INAG€TA and
the WTO came into force the same year. A final version of the exitinggstrateails
withdrawing from the deadlocked organization and reconstituting a new organization, but
under different terms. As discussed later, this was ultimately thegstthie U.S. and the
EC used to close the Uruguay roufid.

Thus, the consensus decision making rule and invisible weighting tactics
represent how the U.S. operated its hegemony over the regime. The consensus rule

signaled to the world that multilateral trade rounds, and the laws they produced, were

9 Throughout this chapter, | refer to the EC as the entity that existed from 196 1993;
European Union (EU) as the entity that has existed since 1993; and the European
Economic Community (EEC) as the entity that existed from 1957-1967.

* For a similar argument, see also Lloyd Gruber (2000) who argues secandawgaker
states join supranational economic arrangements out of fear of exclusion, noelwcaus
expected gains. For instance, he argues Mexico joined NAFTA in reaction to the U.S.-
Canada FTA (which eventually was folded into NAFTA). Mexican leaders felaeed t
country would lose U.S. investments in Mexico if exports were not assured the same
treatment as those now secured for Canada. Similarly, the Italians an&wtbgean

states were compelled to join Germany and France in plans for a sirmglecgtiieven
though they were have preferred states retained their own currencies.
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legitimate. At the same time, consensus entailed the U.S. could wield itsainateer
in the background to realize its desired outcomes.

The next section offers a short case study of the Kennedy round (1964-1967). Due
to the extensive reductions in tariffs it produced, this round is hailed as one of the most
important efforts at global multilateral trade liberalization in postwstory. It was also
the first round in which developing countries played an active role in establishing the
round’s agenda. However, as indicated in the paragraphs above, developing country
issues were eventually sidelined and the final agreement failed to dsmu@oposals.

The purpose of the case study is to offer empirical support for the chalstcherf

American hegemony over the regime detailed thus far. It proceeds intdpee®he first

part discusses efforts to launch the round, whereby developed countries (phrticala

U.S.) encouraged developing countries to identify issues to be addressed during the
upcoming round (in order to ensure they would not block the round’s launch). The
second part focuses on how developing country issues became sidelined once the round
began. The third part discusses the invisible weighting tactics employed bysthie U

ensure developing countries would, nonetheless, not block consensus on the final

agreement.

>l Steinberg (2002) refers to this as exercising power in the “shadow” of law.
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Case Study: The Kennedy Round (1964-1967)
I. Launching the Round — Developing Country Issues and the Quest for Consensus

In 1947, only ten of the twenty three original Contracting Pafttethe GATT
were developing countries. However, that number steadily increased during the 1950s
and reached seventy-six by the end of the next decade. In 1957, GATT members
commissioned a study to examine why developing country trade was not expanding as
rapidly as developed countrigsThe findings of the Haberler Report, published in 1958,
suggested trade barriers in developed countries discriminated againstithaiy pr
exports (Vingerhoets, 1969). The report concluded, “the prospects for exports of non-
industrial countries are very sensitivariternal policiesin the industrial countries and
that on balance their development will probably fall short in the increase in watds
a whole.® The Haberler report represents the first concerted effort to addresspilegel
country issues. While it did not find general tendencies towards overt disatiom, it
did identify trade barriers and unfair price trends as hindering the earronggfports
of foodstuffs and industrial raw materials from developing countries (Evans, 1971).

In response, the Contracting Parties included developing country concerns in a
new program called the Expansion of International Trade. Its purpose aitrect®

three committees to address how to expand trade in industrial products (Committee 1),

®2“Contracting Parties” refers to the countries comprising the membersthip GATT.

>3 The United Nations (U.N.) proclaimed the 1960s was to be the “development decade.”
Rapid expansion of developing country trade was seen as necessary to meet the U.N.’s
goal of increasing economic growth in developing countries by 5% a yeag(R&70).
**Trends in International Traden Vingerhoets (1969).
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agricultural products (Committee 2), and trade among developing countries (Teenmi
3) (Curzon & Curzon, 1973). The findings of Committee 3 culminated in a report
submitted on November 15, 1961 identifying thirty products of export interest to
developing countries. These included foodstuffs, tropical agricultural products rialdust
raw materials (such as iron ores, copper, lead, aluminum, and timber), and mardifacture
goods, including finished leather, sports goods, and electric motors.

According to the report, quantitative import restrictions and tariffs repiesea
major obstacle preventing export growth among developing countries in thase ar
(Vingerhoets, 1969). Tariffs were also found to be disproportionately in favor of imports
of raw materials over finished, manufactured items - further stunting thasapaf
developing country exports. Based on these findings, Committee 3 was asked to provide
recommendations for how to enhance developing country market até¢she GATT
ministerial meeting in May 1963, Committee 3 formally submitted to the Caontgact
Parties a “Programme of Action” detailing an eight point agenda tadyedeeloping
country trade obstacles.

The eight point Programme of Action was accepted by the Ministers, endwing t
inclusion of developing country issues on the agenda launching the Kennedy round
(scheduled to begin the following year) (Meier, 1973). In fact, the first agesnddisted

on the round’s objectives was the, “Measures for the Expansion of Trade of Developing

%> See also the U.N. report by Raul Prebisch (1964), secretary-general of tlee U.N
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), tiflediards a New Trade Policy

for DevelopmentPrebisch advocated for a hands on approach to encourage developing
country exports and criticized the GATT’s traditional, passive approach of non-
discrimination.
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Countries as a Means of Furthering Their Economic Developm&nhé eight point

program centered on the primary objective of developing countries: To gain concessions
from the U.S., the recently formed European Economic Community (EEC), Japan, and
the United Kingdom (UK) in areas relevant to their most important exports (Vinggrhoe

1969).

The developing country’s agenda items read as follows:

1) Standstill ProvisionNo new tariff or non-tariff barriers erected by developed
countries against developing country exports in the products identified asilpartic
interest to the latter.

2) Elimination of Quantitative RestrictionQuantitative restrictions on the exports of
developing countries that are inconsistent with the GATT are to be eliminated e
year.

3) Duty Free Access for Tropical ProductButy free access of tropical products from
developing countries.

4) Elimination of Tariffs on Primary Product$he elimination of tariffs on primary
products that are of export interest to developing countries.

5) Reduction and Elimination of Tariff Barriers to Exports of Semi-Processed and

Processed Products from Less Developed Counttieseloped countries should
urgently prepare a schedule for the reduction or elimination of tariff bamwisesii-
processed and processed products from developing countries, providing for a reductjon of
at least fifty percent of present duties over the next three years.

6) Progressive Reduction of Internal Fiscal Charges and Revenue Dintiesstrial
countries will progressively reduce internal charges and revenue duties on products
wholly or mainly produced in developing countries, with a view to their elimination by
December 31, 1965.

7) Reporting Proceduredeveloped countries maintaining the above-mentioned barrigrs
shall report to the GATT secretariat each July on the steps taken duringvibegyear
to implement these decisions and on the measures which they propose to take over fhe
next twelve months to provide larger access to the exports of developing countries.
8) Other MeasuresContracting Parties should also give urgent consideration to the
adoption of other measure which would facilitate the efforts of developing cautatrie
diversify their economies, strengthen their export capacity, and incheasedrnings
from overseas sales.

*° See GATT Press Release No. 794, May 29, 1963.
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The effort to include developing country issues on the agenda reflects the
consequences of the regime’s consensus decision-making rule system. Since every
member possesses veto power, round launching agendas are always inclusive, as
achieving consensus on an agenda requires accommodating the trade intetests of al
countries (Steinberg, 2002; Jones, 2010).

With the exception of the EEC, all the Ministers of the developed countries
supported the inclusion of the proposals listed in the Programme of Action (Curtis &
Vastine, Jr., 1971) The EEC states resisted them because of their special relationship
with associated African countries already benefiting from EEC preferechemes
(Curzon & Curzon, 1973). Those African states feared a loss to their own exports if

preferences were generalized to all developing countries.

Il. Negotiations

As per the GATT’s negotiating guidelines, developing countries were pedmitt
to submit lists of products they hoped developed countries would omit from their so-
called ‘exemptions lists’ (Evans, 1971). Exemptions lists detailed products developed
countries considered too sensitive for trade liberalization. However, lowering or
eliminating tariffs on these would benefit developing countries. Ensuring importa
products to developing countries were kept off the lists was fundamental tongealiz

gains from the Programme of Action.

" While the EEC states expressed no support for developing country measures listed on
the Programme of Action, they did not deny consensus on their inclusion to the round’s
agenda.
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In accordance with the procedure agreed upon by the Contracting Partieg; twent
five developing countries indicated their intention to participate in the Kenoedd r
negotiations (Evans, 1971). By the middle of the round, in 1965, developed and
developing countries came together to specifically address the prodongitees lists.

The outcome of these talks, however, signaled developed countries retreat on promises
made during the agenda setting phase. Evans (1971) states that developed countries used
these meetings to attempt justifying their exceptions lists, whildaj@ag countries

voiced their disappointments (p. 248).

For instance, developing countries complained the U.S. Congress curtailed
American negotiators from enhancing developing country exports in lead andszinc
conditions of the Trade Expansion Act of 198The U.S. list was also criticized
because it included wool, textiles, leather footwear, rubber boots, and certain handmade
products (Evans, 1971). The U.S. and the EEC also failed to deliver the promise of duty
free access for tropical products, a preeminent goal of the Programme of Agged a
on at the round’s launch. In fact, duty free access of tropical products was #s¢ larg
concession developing countries aimed to achieve. Interestingly, the U.Sawegyden
prepared to offer greater concessions on tropical products. However, Congress’
authorization of the negotiating team depended on the EEC taking similar steps. Whe

the EEC unveiled its proposal for tropical products, no tariff eliminations werelext!

*8 The Trade Expansion Act of 1962 authorized President Kennedy broad negotiating
authority to lower or eliminate U.S. tariffs.
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The final agreement only eliminated six percent of tropical product exports from
developing countries into the U.S., EEC, UK, Japan, Sweden, and Switz&rland.

The final agreement also retained pre-Kennedy tariff levels on more ttani hal
tropical products. Only four percent were cut in half, and only four and a half percent
were cut by more than half. Developing countries also failed to seciffreliarination
on forty-three and a half percent of processed foods, thirty-seven and a heiit pérc
nonferrous metals, twenty-two and a half percent of cotton yarn and fabricegninet
percent of clothing, twelve and a half percent of other textiles, and twenéypéreent
of leather and manufacturs.

A joint statement issued by developing countries after the round highlighted the
areas they hoped to make gains, but instead received little to nothing: “elimination of
duties on products of particular export interest to developing countries, tropical product
commodity agreements, compensation for loss of preferences and removal offhon-tar
barriers.®!

The failure to make good on promises to developing countries aligns with
Steinberg’s (2002) conceptualization of how trade rounds were launched, and how

developing country items were subsequently pushed to the side afterwards.

*9 The six largest industrial countries contracting to the GATT during the idgnpand.

%0 Source data from GATT Doc., COM.TD/48/Rev. 1, November 21, 1967

%1 Joint statement by the Developing Participating Countries in the Kennedy Round
Negotiations, GATT, Press Release, GATT/994, June 30, 1967.
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lll. Closing the Round

When considering that developing country proposals were effectively sidelined,
and that the GATT operated via consensus, the immediate question that arisgs is: Wh
would developing countries not block consensus on the final agreement? The answer is
found in the U.S.’s invisible weighting tactics. In this case, a bare minimum of
concessions was offered in a ‘package deal’ to developing countries to ensureultey w
not block the final agreement crafted by American and European negotiators.
Concessions to developing countries included a suboptimal package of tariff reductions
on sensitive products, and promises to promote developing country interests after the
round. The U.S. presented developing countries with a final package deal that fell short
of the promises made to launch the round; yet offered enough to prevent them from
blocking consensus.

Steinberg (2002) details how the strongest states gather information dadeg t
rounds on tariff preferences among the Contracting Parties. As trade roetgsically
multiyear affairs, negotiators have sufficient time to accumulatentg#ton regarding
the principle interests and top priorities member states seek to gainlfesyalifation
talks. Once the U.S. and the EEC reached agreement on tariff reductions among
themselves, they used their information about developing country preferences o craft
final package that developing countries considered barely acceptable, but would not
oppose. Alas, the information gathered by American and European negotiators was used
to calculate the least amount of concessions they had to offer, while stithjongve

developing countries from blocking the final agreement.
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As the section above details, developing countries largely failed to achieve the
levels of tariff reductions and other concessions GATT members agreed on itoorder
launch the round. While this generated deep animosity among developing countries (as
evidenced by the joint statement developing countries released), the package als
included certain concessions aimed to ensure consensus would not be blocked. For
instance, in textiles developed countries agreed to eliminate fifty-one aifdoarcant
of tariffs from developing country exports. The U.S. also offered a sepatatpaiment
to developing countries. Whereas the final Kennedy round agreement only eliminate
tariffs on six percent of tropical product imports into developed countries, the U.S. made
a special arrangement to eliminate fifteen percent. Neverthelessyagtohissioned
by the United Nations Committee on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) concluded that
the reductions in tariffs facing developing country exports were far lesghbse
achieved by developed countrféConsidering only manufacturing products, the study
found the average tariff reduction of products of interest to developing countries only
reduced by twenty-nine percent. Taking all imports (manufactured and pyimizry
account, the percentage reduction was only twenty-six.

Though the Kennedy round officially ended in 1967, developing country
proposals were effectively curtailed two years prior. As mentioned abowdgitroa to
the final package of tariff reductions made by the U.S. and the EEC, developing sountrie
were promised their issues would continue to be taken seriously after the round. Doing so

entailed incorporating the recommendations made by Committee 3 on the eve of the

®2 See UNCTAD, TD/6/suppl. 2, Sept. 4, 1967.
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round into Part IV of the GATT (Evans, 197%)Part IV also transformed Committee 3
into the permanent Committee on Trade and Development. However, the provisions
codified in Part IV were largely recommendatory and not binding. For instance, the
‘commitments’ section includes language such as, “The developed contractiag pa
shallto the fullest extent possibleaccord high priority to the reduction and elimination
of barriers...of particular interest to less developed countifégvans (1971) refers to
these provisions as “emasculated,” and suggests the creation of Part IVgebsda
symbolic move (p. 121).

This short case study offers empirical support for both Ikenberry’s (2011) and
Lake’s (2009) conceptualization of hegemony. Ikenberry (2011) argues the U.S.
established a “liberal hierarchy,” whereby its hegemony was legeiby adhering to
multilateral rules, in this instance the consensus decision making model. Though the U.S.
constrained overt exercises of it power through postwar international iostsuit still
successful wielded sufficient influence to achieve desired outcomes. Lake ¢R00%)
hierarchies exist when a superordinate and subordinate actors voluntarily&nger
relationship of exchange. Subordinates follow the dictates of the superordinate and
receive some benefit in return. Ikenberry (2011) also discusses that suboraoaies

gains through submission. While developing countries’ demands were largely unmet at

% The GATT had four comprehensive sections. Part 1 obliged Contracting Racifées t
Most Favored Nation treatment to all members. Part 2 consisted of the rulesmgverni
trade among GATT members. Part 3 defined conditions governing GATT negjati
particularly waivers from the Most Favored Nation principle. Part 4, created in 1965,
explicated general rules for good behavior with respect to developing couGuiesi &
Curzon, 1973).

®4 My emphasis.
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the end of the Kennedy round, the final package they received included enough
concessions to prevent them from blocking consensus, or leaving the regime altogethe
(which would terminating the hierarchical relationship). Their acquiescamci
implementation, to even a displeasing package deal signals the legiofaS.’s
hegemony over developing country members of the multilateral trade regime tthising
period.

U.S. hegemony in the Kennedy round operated through the invisible weighting
tactic of asymmetrical contracting, whereby the U.S. formulated a gacieal to
prevent developing countries from blocking consensus. The next section examines how
the U.S. exercised coercion through exiting the regime, thereby threatecungoff

trade preferences to developing countries, in order to conclude the Uruguay round.

Exiting Success in the Uruguay Round (1986-1994)

On many accounts, the U.S. emerged victorious from the Uruguay Round.
Despite serious resistance, the Reagan administration leveragead#®sading
partners back to the multilateral negotiating table in the early 1980s. Thd4d.S. a
achieved its main priority, to radically expand the auspices of the trade regooeet
booming American industries previously excluded from the GATT, including trade in
services. As Steinberg (2002) suggests, U.S. victories during Uruguay were tduesto i
of invisible weighting tactics. This time, the U.S. engaged in exiting to comp&TGA
members to restart trade talks in the early 1980s (Pearson, 2004; Rosen, 2004). Exiting

was also used to bring the EC back to the negotiating table in the early 1990&eNear t
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conclusion of the round, the U.S. and the EC exited the regime altogether (forgaing thei
obligations to developing countries codified under the GATT) by reconstituting the
regime in the form of a new international organization, the WTO. Side payments to
developing countries were also made to shore up American success.

The Reagan administration believed that a new round of liberalization would
provide a remedy to the ailing American economy of the 1970s. By the time Reagan took
office, the country was experiencing close to an 11% unemployment rate (Rothge
2001). A strong U.S. dollar weighed down exports and contributed to a mounting trade
deficit. The administration rightly worried that Congress would react to threoaac
situation by pursuing protectionist measures to satisfy its strugglingtoensies. For
Reagan, an ardent free trader, the remedy to the country’s problems wasgoraie
into the GATT fold burgeoning new American industries that promised to replace
traditional forms of U.S. global economic competitiveness (Bhaumik, 2006; Pearson,
2004). Known as thBlew Issueshis strategy entailed liberalizing the growing service
industry and reducing barriers to foreign direct investment. It also nrestittiiing more
stringent protection for the intellectual property rights of U.S. pharmackiitna and
the entertainment sector.

However, after an arduous and long Tokyo Round (1973-1979), GATT members
were less than eager to dive back into another series of talks. In fact, reggiresefiom
the EC initially rebuffed American requests to commence a new round (Dr38@5).

The Europeans, lead by France, flat out rejected any trade talks thatdndisiciession

of their protectionist Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Developing cousitted by
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India and Brazil, resisted the U.S.’s push for talks that includeNéhelssuesThey
argued that the liberalization of these sectors would crush their much smdller a
vulnerable domestic markets.

The industries associated with thew Issueemerged as potentially big profit
generators, and their liberalization was seen as vital to providing the couthty w
competitive edge, which it had lost since its manufacturing dominance began taerode i
the 1960s. The service sector includes banks, brokerage firms, insurance and financial
industries, transportation, construction, telecommunications, management andrapnsulti
education, advertising, and the entertainment industries (Rothgeb, 2001; Chorev, 2007).
Whereas traditional American producers were experiencing profislasgbdeficits, the
service industries were generating surpluses and big profits by the 8@ady.

Liberalization of foreign direct investment was also pursued for similaonsaBy the

early 1980s, American firms emerged as global leaders of innovative inmegtraducts
and strategies. For instance, American firms led foreign compettanstual funds,
investment banking, and asset securitization (Chorev, 2007). However, when investing
abroad, American firms faced foreign governments that manipulated theal tcawiards
their own interests (Chorev, 2007).

Nascent computer companies, along with firms from the apparel, motion picture,
pharmaceutical, and publishing industries began to complain loudly to the government
about intellectual property violations, especially among newly industrngli&sian
states. Violators, these industries claimed, were costing them sagnificofit losses due

to the inadequate structure of copyright protection (Chorev, 2007).
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Liberalization was also seen as a remedy for American farmdirsgféiee brunt
of high interest rates and decreased exports due to the strong dollar (Rothgeb, 2001). Al
of these issues served as the background factors that led USTR Wilbaknt8press
for a new round of global multilateral negotiations as early as 1982.

Developing countries fought the incorporation of e Issuedy refusing to
sign on to the Agreement on Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Propgintg Ri
(TRIPS), the Agreement on Trade Related Investment Measures (J;Rihdisthe
General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS). The U.S. and the EC weredalarme
that developing country would use their leverage under the consensus rule to block their
incorporation into the agenda. Under these conditions, the USTR proposed a tactic to
force developing countries to accept the conditions of these agreements. Aliitey gae
support of the State Department, the USTR approached the EC and gained its backing in
what became known internally as ‘the power play.’ This tactic involved exiting the
GATT altogether and reconstituting the trade regime as a new internatigaaization
whereby membership obligates signing on to the GATS, TRIPs, and TRIMs agtsem
(among others). This tactic was carried out in the Uruguay Round Final Act, which
established the WTO. By creating the WTO, the U.S. and the EC officialgdexam
the GATT 1947 agreement, thereby eliminating all multilateral traderprefes with
states that did not sign the Final Act and join the new organization. Under the enormous
weight of U.S. and EC exiting, developing countries capitulated and jemethsse

(Steinberg, 2002).
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The U.S. also made side payments to developing countries to shore up consensus
for its New Issuesluring negotiations. One large package it promised was to open
agricultural and textile markets to exports from the developing world. This wassea
big-win for developing countries. It indicated the U.S. was willing to make slzdta
concession regarding traditionally shielded American industries thatpn@ezted under
the GATT's 1974 Multi-Fiber Agreement (MFA). The MFA was a GATT provision
restricting clothing, apparel, and other textiles from trade liberaizaDeveloping
countries, possessing a comparative advantage in these, claimed the MAirthsed
against their exports.

Last, U.S. success further rested upon developing countries’ position as largely
marginalized in multilateral trade agreements. At this time, witlexiception of India
and Brazil, the member states representing the developing world wenetstibwer
players in global trade negotiations. Bhaumik (2006) characterizes that dunggay
many developing countries, “were content merely as fence sittersinchaed shouting
at the real players” (p. 67). Developing countries’ inability to organizecaberent and
forceful bloc allowed the U.S. greater ease in coalescing those states ilsqumoposals

in exchange for promises to gain access to American markets after the round

Eclipse of U.S. Hegemony
This section examines the shifts surrounding U.S. hegemonic decline over the
regime in the years between the Uruguay and Doha rounds. American hegemony

functioned by manipulating the consensus decision making rule to exercise invisible
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weighting tactics against developing countries. By the late 1990s, thesg &éappeared

no longer available to the U.S. The factors eroding U.S. bargaining power included the
expanding number of developing countries entering the WTO that were gaining greate
shares in global markets and experiencing economic growth. Their imglgasiportant
position in the world trade system led them to trend towards a coherent check on U.S.
invisible weighting tactics. As it became apparent, developing countriesnedonger
willing to accept suboptimal package deals (negotiated largely in their adsghLS.

and European negotiators). The rise in developing country economic strength was
coupled with questions concerning the legitimacy of increasing U.S. uniisteictter
achieving unipolarity in the international system, further straining itsrhegg over the
regime (see chapter 2). Further, the growing membership of developing csaimicie

the 1960s contributed to reducing U.S. shares of global trade volume. This contraction
lessened the clear economic dominance undergirding America’s postwar hagemoni
position. Figure 2 demonstrates how shares of relative U.S. global trade dichiintsshe

the height of its hegemony in 1960 to 2010.
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Figure 2 — Total Trade In Goods (in billions U.S. dollars)

* = All trading countries

Year | Total Total % of Year | Total Total % of
Exports American | Total Imports American | Total
(goods) Exports Exports (goods) Imports Imports
Among (goods) (goods) Among (goods) (goods)
OECD & OECD &

Non- Non-
OECD OECD
Economies Economies
1960 7.15 1.72 24 1960 7.19 1.26 175
1970 19.06 3.6 18.89 1970 194 3.33 17.16
1980 110.36 18.39 16.66 1980 122.33 21.42 17.5
1990 222.27 32.8 14.76 1990 230.22 41.28 17.9
*2000 635.9 65.16 10.25 *2000 653 101.5 15.54
*2010 1488 106.52 7.16 *2010 1502 159.43 10.61

Source: OECD.StatExtracts, http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetl&lieFRD

The chart reflects that in 1960 the U.S. accounted for twenty-four percent of exports
among OECD countries and South AfrféaBy 2010 this share reduced to seven percent
of all trading economies in the wofliShares of global imports remain relatively
consistent, however, from 1990 onward the chart reflects a U.S. trade imbatance, a

percentage of total imports are greater than total exports.

Post Uruguay Discord

%5 Among the non-OECD member economies included in this data set (Brazil, China,

India, Indonesia, Russian Federation, and South Africa), from 1960-1980, data only exists
for South Africa. Data on Brazil becomes incorporated from 1980 onward; data on India
and Indonesia become incorporated from 1990 onward; and data on China and the Russian
Federation from 2000 onward.

® This figure also reflects the overall drop in global trade since the finanash in 2008.
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The completion of the Uruguay round and the launch of the WTO was a
bittersweet affair. Though ultimately compelled to accepiNize Issueby way of the
U.S.’s exiting strategy, developing countries praised the inclusion of agres(fior the
first time) in the agenda. However, after a short while, the sentiment amongatergot
on both sides shifted to disappointment. The U.S. and other industrialized states wanted
to consolidate their gains from the round immediately. This required developing esuntri
to implement their new obligations codified in the TRIPs, TRIMs, GATS, and other
WTO agreements. For their part, developing countries wanted progress on the
agricultural liberalization promised in the WTO’s Agreement on Agricultdca\],
negotiated during Uruguay. However, in the years immediately afteotimel,
developed states failed to implement their liberalization obligations, and found lesphol
in the ones they did implement. This grievance was made worse by EU attempts to move
forward with the so-called ‘Singapore issues’ before addressing developingycountr
concerns.

Developing countries, believing they exchanged submission dietdssues$or
agricultural access, now understood that their gains were hindered by the Ut& and t
EU. Further, they faced the reality that the AoA required them to make deefpeutari
than developed countries (Clapp, 2007). While OECD countries made some reductions in
domestic support, it became evident after the round that they could continue furnishing
significant subsidies and assistance to their farm industries. In fact, in 2@04cer
support to OECD farmers was 31% of farm receipts, a decrease of only 7% from 1986

(Bhaumik, 2006). Market access for agricultural exports was expected to be the area of
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greatest gain for developing countries. Yet, this expectation was, \ldrgkd” (2006,
p. 49), as developed country farmers maintained high protections. These disagreements
in the immediate years after Uruguay produced a stalemate betweerpdsyahd
developed countries that largley remains, up to the time of this writing.

Recognizing that the deadlock was not improving, developing countries and the
U.S. agreed in 1996 to reconcile their differences during the upcoming Singapore
ministerial meeting. Unfortunately, the ministerial did little to end thkestate. By the
time Singapore began, developing country issues were sidelined. Instead, ther&dl cha
the creation of four working groups charged to form an agenda for a new round. The EU
backed agenda focused on government procurement, trade facilitation (cust@® iss
investment, and competition policy. These became known as the Singapore Issues and
were lobbied hard by the EU, Japan, and Korea. The U.S. lent support, but was more
interested in gaining traction for the liberalization of the service sector

Developing countries vocalized vehement opposition to discussions on starting a
new round, as they were promised their unresolved issues from Uruguay would be
addressed first. The meeting showcased the first open fissuring of North-Sdilifnelsos
post Uruguay, becoming a “platform for open ramblings” (Bhaumik, 2006 p. 58).
Developing and developed countries took turns expressing their disappointment with the
other camp. By the end of the ministerial, developing countries pledged to withhold
consensus on any agenda failing to include their issues.

Acrimony between the North and South continued to grow after the meeting. By

the second ministerial in Geneva during May 1998, these differences cegiatiz two
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competiting priorities before the WTO. The first argued that negotiatios$ racognize

the stark differences in levels of development among member states. Developadsount
needed to provide assistance to developing countries to implement new obligations from
the TRIPs, TRIMs, and GATs agreements. This camp also demanded that the WTO focus
on completing the built-in agenda (the unfinished items left over from Uruguay),
mandated in the AoA. Additionally, this camp urged WTO members to work towards
achieving a parity in trade benefits derived from Uruguay between dededope

developing countries. The second, with the EU at the forefront, put forward a more
expansive proposal, arguing the agenda should be broad and include the Singapore
Issues. The U.S. welcomed EU efforts, but was focused on making gains regarding
commerce and further reductions in industrial tariffs (Bhaumik, 2006).

By the end of the 1998 Geneva ministerial meeting, a serious rift among WTO
members was apparent, and the ministerial slated for Seattle in November $989 wa
jeopardy. While the EU was the driving force pushing for a new round, the Europeans
seemed agnostic regarding developing country concerns (except when lobbying) suppor
for their agenda) (Bhaumik, 2006). Divergence even emerged between the middle income
developing countries and the Least Developed Countries (LDCs). The lattezdse
content with EU proposals, so long as duty free and quota free access was sl foffer
their exports. Conversely, India, Pakistan, Egypt, and Malaysia threatened to den
consensus to launch a new round without first addressing their issues.

During this period, we see the origins of the Doha round’s standstill. The WTO in

1998 was a much different place than the GATT during the first years of thadyrug
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round in the mid 1980s (Bhaumik, 2006). Developing countries during Uruguay were still
non-participants in multilateral trade negotiations. Like all the previousT@Alnds,
Uruguay reflected the interests of the most developed, rich countries. Yet, bth&998
WTO included 135 members, of which 97 represented the global South. This bloc
became adamant upon making real changes in the power structure of the giall tra
system.

This was the context that WTO members found themselves on the eve of the
Seattle ministerial conference, scheduled for November 1999. The Seattiecoafeas
to be the venue in which the nascent WTO launched its first official round, dubbed the
Millennium round. However, by the end of the Geneva ministerial in 1998, it was clear
that an organized majority of developing countries had coalesced to control outsaies

denying consensus to U.S. and developed country proposals.

Hegemonic Restructuring & The Failure of Collective Leadership

Understanding its traditional hegemonic position was no longer tenable, the U.S.
reevaluated its situation and sought consensus through other means. Faced with the
reality that the regime could not progress without addressing developingycssoes,
the U.S. proceeded to propose serious liberalization of its agricultural schemevelow
doing so was contingent upon other countries sharing in the burden of agricultural
liberalization. This is consistent with the hegemonic stability fraonk\s expectation of
the dominant state’s behavior while experiencing decline. As Gilpin (1981) suggests

declining hegemons shift strategies to maintain control over outcomes. RaSthéhe
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Clinton administration became amenable to opening up agricultural markets inoorder t
gain traction on service liberalization, among other goals. However, it wasllag vo

do so unless others shared in the economic sacrifice this entailed. As Snidal (1985)
suggests, declining hegemons may attempt to forge a collective leadership satiem
second tier powers in order to maintain regime functionality. The U.S. atteropted t
persuade the EC to share in this role. However, the EC, stymied by domestis,politic
refused to compromise (Froning & Shavey, 2001; Fitzgerald & Gardiner, 2003). This lef
the regime in a precarious situation. For the first time in the regimedsyhithe U.S.

could no longer compel consensus among developing countries, or co-opt the EC into
supporting its leadership.

The U.S. sought to make agricultural reform central to its agenda in the run up to
the Seattle ministerial. Its proposals included completing Uruguay comemts, such as
terminating and reducing agricultural export subsidies, and abolishing domawstic far
support (Rothgeb, 2001). Instead, the EC sought a broad agenda revolving around the
Singapore Issues, particularly greater liberalization of investmentoanpetition
policies. This placed the two most powerful members of the regime in a seleveat
the nature and extent of the agenda on the eve of the Seattle ministeril. timefé&). S.
was openly suspicious of the EU’s broad agenda. The U.S. claimed EU negotiagors we
attempting to introduce a wide array of new issues as a means of avertingaiisonss
its highly protectionist Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) (Elliot, 2006).

This was the moment the U.S. was most poised to make real concessions to

developing countries in order to maintain the functionality of the regime. However,
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domestic coalitions within Europe vehemently opposed to any weakening of the CAP’s
protectionist farm policies. As a result, EU leadership was forced to juggleetiog
pressures from international negotiators and its domestic constituenciggpebsa
international audiences, the EU proposed a series of reforms for its CAP. Hatleser
were largely meaningless in terms of serious liberalization. As FFaizb& Gardiner
summarized, “The reforms will not result in any reduction in the CAP’s budgetCARe
will continue to be a huge welfare system for a relatively small groupgd-kgale elite
European farmers who will continue to prosper” (2003 p.9). The EU’s predicament is
captured by Putnam’s Two Level Games argument, whereby European mineters w
caught between international pressure to liberalize and their own constituaatsdieg
farm protections remain intact (Putnam, 1988). Given this quandary, the November
ministerial in Seattle was doomed before it even began.

The Seattle ministerial collapsed at the hands of thousands of protesters who
locked down the city’s streets, and developing countries refusing to allow ébrwar
movement unless the regime addressed their issues. The U.S.’s position after Seatt
indicated disapproval of the newfound assertiveness of developing countries, and
signaled little interest at resuscitating the failed agriculturébgiiee (Bhaumik, 2006).

As a result, the U.S. became silent on the issue of Uruguay implementationgisat wa
prized by the developing countries. The U.S. also refused to negotiate duty fiesetacce
American markets for the LDCs. It even signaled waning commitmehétproposals

put forth by the EU, giving the European’s main objective, the Singapore Issaes, a |
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priority. The U.S.’s posture indicated that if other countries wished to stan eooad it
would not object; however, American negotiators felt no need to offer concessions.
Developing countries were the biggest losers at Seattle, as they wetktpoise
make great gains. Prior to the Seattle ministerial, developing countrigsddadist of 93
implementation issues to be addressed. WTO members agreed to remedy 54 of these
during the ministerial. With the collapse of trade talks, developing countried fai
make any gains regarding agricultural implementation. The outcome oEeSedyt!
increased the feeling of dejection felt by developing country negotiatatsolhardened
the positions of countries like India and Brazil, further driving a wedge betweh N
and South.
Things became a little better for the Europeans after the U.S. predigétion
in 2000. President Bush appointed Robert Zoellick as United States Trade Repixesent
(USTR), whom the Europeans considered someone they could work with to ensure the
launch of a new round. By August 2001, the new administration offered support for the
EU’s broader agenda, including the Singapore Issues. Three months later, WTQsnembe
met in Doha to attempt resuscitating the regime after the implosion iteSBa&tteloping
countries immediately threatened to refuse consensus unless the ageatidrefl
balance including their grievances. In fact, some trade ministers protestedtew
round could not launch because of the unfinished business of Uruguay implementation
(Steinberg, 2002). As a solution, developed countries offered that instead of a new round,
the Doha ministerial would launch a ‘work program’ aimed to complete the unfinished

business from Seattle. In order to generate consensus among developingsctauntr
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launch the ‘work progrant! developed countries offered side payments. These included
a favoring clarification of the compulsory licensing section of the TRdffseanent and
exemption from the EU-ACP Cotonou market access agreement (Steinberg, 2002).
Acknowledging the surge of developing country power to affect outcomes within the
regime, negotiators agreed to call the new round the Doha Development Agenda. The
Doha ministerial agreed that the WTO would meet again in Cancun two yeaenlter

conclude the Round by January 1, 2005.

Discord Across the Trade Regime
The Cancun Ministerial (2003)

By the end of the twentieth century, the regime can no longer be considered
hegemonic. No individual country wielded the influence to forge consensus around issues
favoring their economic interests. Though the U.S. attempted to orchestratead ki
collective leadership with the EU, domestic politics prevented its formation. The
following paragraphs detail the experience of Doha negotiations to arguleetivaictium
of hegemonic leadership gave way to discord among the rest of the regime. WTO
members throughout the 2000s failed to produce any sort of compromising agenda that
allowed movement towards completing the Doha Agenda.

Similar to the run-up to Seattle, the Cancun ministerial in 2003 was wrought with
problems and disagreements that portended its failure. The Ministerial waseslifipos

be an important milestone for the Doha Round. However, it ended with a walkout by

®7 Steinberg (2002) notes the only difference between a ‘round’ and a ‘work program’ is
the name.
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developing countries, leaving members without a framework for how the round was to
proceed. This created doubt that negotiations would end by the scheduled 2005 date. By
the time Cancun began, the list of disputed issues had grown significantly, and North-
South tensions were at an ultimate high. Pitting North against South were issues
surrounding agriculture, Non-Agricultural Market Access (NAMA)he extension of
geographic indicators for TRIBSnegotiations over trade in services, implementation of
Uruguay Round commitments and special and differential treatment of LDCs.

Fergusson (2008) cites four reasons why the ministerial collapsed. Festede
retreating by the EU on some of its demands, developing countries refused to address the
Singapore Issues until dealing with those from Uruguay. Second, Fergusson (2008)
challenges whether certain countries came to Cancun with a serious intention t
negotiate. “In the view of some observers, a few [developing] countries showed no
flexibility in their positions and only repeated their demands rather than talk tedodex
offs” (2008, p. 7). Third, there was still wide disagreement between developed and
developing countries on a range of topics. For instance, the U.S.-EU agreement on
agriculture was strikingly distant from the one proposed by the G-20 on special and
differential treatment. Fourth, participants argued that the agendaevesrplicated,

and that the Cancun Ministerial Chairman, Mexico’s Foreign Minister Lunedfo

% The agreements on Non-Agricultural Market Access (NAMA) refer to limgeariffs
on trade in industrial products.

% Geographical indication is a term used in international intellectual prdpertyt
serves as a certification of origin for certain products traded intenadifl. For example,
only sparkling wines from the region of Champagne, France can be called Champag
Accordingly, WTO members have a responsibility to enforce the geograpidaztor of
specific products originating in other member’s localities.
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Derbez, ended talks too early. Critics claim that he should have steered talkeasto a
that showed some coherence, instead of suspending the meeting.

Developing countries were also furious about the manner that trade negotiations
were still conducted. Ministerials featured a Green Room, where the mosfyl®states
met exclusively to iron out the details of the negotiations (Jones, 2010). In the past, the
rest of the membership was expected to endorse these proposals without camtestati
Other tactics designed to disadvantage developing countries included holdinogeanc
meetings during the ministerial, which especially affects delegatidhsmaller
numbers of negotiators and representatives. Additionally, developing countriegdbject
to the use of introducing draft texts during the meetings as the basis for teqdhiat
were not widely agreed upon. Other strategies incléoieon-plustactics, such as
placing telephone calls to country capitals during the negotiations, therebynumdg
the delegation (Lee & Wilkinson, 2007).

The Cancun ministerial fell apart largely because of developing countsiares
to how trade negotiations were traditionally conducted. Further, developing countries
regarded U.S. and EU offers to reduce subsidies as inadequate (GAO, April 2006).
Developing countries refused to acceptlihsiness as usuapproach to global trade
negotiations (Clapp, 2007). However, while developing countries felt a strongagense
desperation and dejection after Seattle, they expressed an overwhelnimeseof
elation after Cancun. In a sense, they demonstrated their ability to orgadipeishback
pressure from the most influential states in the regime. The collapserointiséerial

changed the dynamics of the negotiations, as developing countries secured entry as
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necessary participants in the decision-making process. For its part, thallé®bthe
G20 collection of developing stategoilersfor walking out on the negotiations. And
while its hegemony over the regime had waned, the U.S. still exerciséccarmgn
influence over individual members. For instance, the U.S. signaled disapproval over
Latin American membership in the G20. “Following pressure to leave the group or forfeit
the opportunity to engage in bilateral trade talks with the U.S., five of the G20 msembe
Colombia, Peru, Guatemala, El Salvador, and Costa Rica — dropped out of the group in
the autumn of 2003” (Clapp, 2007: 45).

Despite Cancun’s collapse, the meeting did produce a text that the Chairman
compiled into a draft Ministerial Declaration. This text was derived fromhtédors
working with members in six areas during the meeting and became known as teée Derb
text. After Cancun, the draft Ministerial Declaration was circulatedrgnmembers for
comment. Though the text was widely criticized and failed to become adopted, member
began to look at it a few months later as a possible framework for moving forward. On
important issues, the text sought to find compromise between developed and developing
countries. Concerning agriculture, the text recommended larger domesticacuthe
U.S. and EU proposed. However, it promoted their blended tariff approach, while
offering better terms to developing countries (including the eliminationpadréx
subsidies for products sensitive to developing country markets). The text also
recommended starting new negotiations on the government procurement and trade
facilitation areas of the Singapore Issues, while eliminating the ineastnd

competition negotiations.
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The July Package (2004)

Cancun’s collapse largely derailed any momentum built up from Doha’s launch.
In fact, all negotiations were suspended for the rest of 2003, as WTO membeirgtovent
post-crisis mode. What emerged was a proposal towards putting the Doha talks back on
track. Negotiated in July 2004, and known aslihly Packagemembers agreed to a
framework on agriculture and NAMA, forward movement on a services agreement and a
commitment to keep talking about TRIPs extension. Agreement was also reached on the
contentious Singapore Issues, in which negotiators agreed to drop all but one issue, trade
facilitation, in order to get the round moving. Importantly, it was not the gsizal
countries that negotiated the July Package (U.S., EU, Japan, and Canada). Recognizi
the importance of India and Brazil as leaders of the G20, the July Package included the
Five Interested Parties (FIP), comprising the U.S., EE, Australim, ladd Brazil (Lee &
Wilkinson, 2007).

Not long after its introduction, fissures among regime members began to
reemerge. The LDCs complained that the FIP essentially acted thes#meuad and
neglected to consider their issues. Other problems concerned widespread misagree
regarding how states interpreted the Package. Th& @0 the EU worried about the
language in the Package calling for severe reductions to domestictagaicsiipport.

Later that year, the African delegation proposed amending the 2003 TRIPs agreement t

°The G10 (Belgium, Canada, France, ltaly, Japan, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom
the United States, Germany and Sweden) represents the largest agtiemfiorting
countries.
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loosen constraints on importing generic pharmaceuticals during times tf treses.
This exacerbated the already deep fracture between North and South, asateohfuri
representatives from many developed states, particularly Austrahad@, and the EU.
After a few months the talks drifted back into a stalemate, and only a few tecbsues

were resolved.

Hong Kong (2005)

The stalemate generated a lot of pressure for the upcoming Ministerfalence
scheduled for Hong Kong. Many considered this the last opportunity to rescue the
negotiations and conclude the round by 2007. The expiration of the U.S. President’s Fast
Track negotiating authority in 2007, and the unlikelihood of congressional renewal, made
2007 ade factodeadline to finish negotiations. Despite an upswing in optimism during
2005, WTO Director General Pascal Lamy said in November that a comprehensive
agreement on modalities would not manifest in time for the Hong Kong Ministerial,
slated for December 13-18, 2005. Instead, the focus of the meeting would assess progres
and attempt finalizing agreements in areas where there seemed to be caererge
Modalities refer to the methods and formulas through which members agree tdfsut tari
and increase liberalizatidh.

The Hong Kong Ministerial set a deadline for concluding the round by the end of
2006. This included an April Sdeadline on agricultural and non-agricultural modalities

and a July 3% deadline for a tariff schedule covering these issues. However, by April

" http://iwww.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/modalities_e.htm
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21% Lamy announced that no agreements had been reached on modalities, and therefore
the April 30" deadline would pass without any consensus. Negotiators also failed to
reach agreement during a high level meeting in Geneva that June, which propalied La
to announce he would take a more assertive role in negotiations to help forge a deal on
agriculture and industrial modalities. For the first time, Lamy proposethpromise

deal called th@0-20-20 ProposalThe proposal called for the U.S. to accept a ceiling on
domestic farm subsidies under $20 billion. It called for negotiators to use the G20
proposal of 54% as the minimum average tariff cut for agricultural products among
developed countries. Last, the proposal called for a tariff ceiling of 20%\felogéng
country industrial tariffs. The proposal was widely criticized and failed ¢orhe

adopted in Geneva.

Modalities on agriculture and industrial market access were broached again
during the G8 summit in St. Petersburg and leaders agreed to reach agrednmeat wi
month of the July summit. Despite the optimistic language offered at the G8, world
leaders indefinitely suspended talks after the G6 (U.S., EU, Japan, AustratiaaBda
India) failed to find a compromise on agricultural subsidies and tariffs. Thedsuedl
the U.S. for not offering better terms on domestic support. The U.S. responded that
neither the EU or the G20 offered satisfactory terms for market accessivay better
terms. Congress praised the hard line approach of U.S. negotiators and rddffaitne
domestic subsidy concessions must be met with greater market accessmsovis

After the 2006 suspension of talks, various country groups began attempting to

restart negotiations. By January 2007, Lamy remarked that the negotiatiortzaelera
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full swing (though none of the country groups actually reached any agregrif@nts
players, such as the G4 (U.S., EU, Brazil and India) met bilaterally and in goolonesak
the impasse during the first months of the year. By April, the G6 (G4 plus Aastrali
Japan) agreed to aim for finishing the round by the end of the year. However, a G4
summit in Germany during July ended in acrimony over competing demands far highe
cuts in developed country subsidies by developing countries and greater cuts inahdustri
tariffs by developed countries. In Geneva the following July, trade mmiatain failed
to reach any breakthrough after eight days of negotiations.

Talks to resuscitate the round have remained in limbo ever since. Lamy continues
to speak optimistically that members can resolve differences and wonidtothia
Round’s conclusion. However, 2009 witnessed no real commitments between states, only
informal consultations and discussions. By the end of the year, the only progsess wa
small technical issues, while solutions to the fundamental issues separatibgne
remained illusive. In November 2010, Lamy called on countries to conclude Doha by the
end of 2011. Currently, there seems to be little political will among leading menober
make the serious compromises necessary to bring the round to a close. Alastlgespite

Director General’s optimism, there appears to be no end in sight for the Doha Round.

The Rise of Preferential Trade Agreements
The U.S.’s inability to forge consensus in the late 1990s coincided with another
change to the global trading order. As U.S. bargaining power diminished, the nature of

the trade system shifted from exclusively multilateral to include bélbéerd plurilateral
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agreements. These configurations violate the cornerstone of the postwartenailtila
regime. The logic of the free trade system is its Most Favored NatioN)kife. MFN
requires states to offer the same preferences equally to all membepsintie is
undergirded by classical trade theory, which suggests elimination obiaadkers is

Pareto superior for all parties. By their nature, Preferential TradeeAwents (PTAS)

provide more favorable terms among participants than those that do not join. Therefore,
PTAs are discriminatory, and distort the free trade system.

As it became uncertain whether the WTO could deliver both developed and
developing country promises, members began abandoning the legal and normative
obligations to multilateralism and selected preferential trade stateg

States claim preferential trade is favorable to multilateralistause it solves
important issues. Whereas completing global multilateral trade agnéetakes years
and significant resources, regional and bilateral agreements require slegadgations.
Developing countries feared perpetual stalemate would lock them out of aclarying
new gains for an uncertain number of years.

When the Bush administration came into office in 2001, the U.S. also embarked
upon preferentialism as a primary trade strategy. This is signifeaft.S. policy
professed a strong commitment to multilateralism for both normative and economi
principles since World War Il. The U.S. was further compelled to support the prsciple
of the regime because of its hegemonic position and leadership.

However, the administration quickly moved to negotiate numerous preferential

agreements with both regional and global allies. Unable to advance consensus around its
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issues during Doha negotiations, the U.S. worked to proliferate them in preferential
agreements.

This section discusses the rise of preferential trade agreementsaiteepsince
the decline of U.S. hegemony in the late 1990s. The range and purpose of PTAs are first
examined, followed by an analysis of how they hinder multilateralism, andatddyrthe
free trade system. The last section introduces the U.S.’s shift to PTAp sehep the

case studies in the following two chapters.

The Landscape of Preferential Trade Agreement

Today, hundreds of overlapping and crisscrossing trade agreements negotiated
outside of the multilateral order saturate the international system. Abofidry 2011,
the WTO has been notified that 228 such agreements are irffdtice.bulk of these
agreements were negotiated over the past ten to fifteen years. In fact, €24 wer
negotiated during the entire four decades of the GATT (1948-1995); and only thirty-six
of those are still operational. Many became defunct when they evolved into new
arrangements forging deeper integration. Instead, 243 have been notified to the WTO
during its first ten years (1995-2006). This amounts to approximately twenty agrsem
annually since its creation. The magnitude is even greater considering thoee jrioéit
not notified to the WTO (approximately seventy); signed but not yet in force
(approximately thirty); those still in negotiation (approximately siktg) and those still

in the proposal phase (approximately thirty) (Fiorentino et al., 2007).

’2 See http://rtais.wto.org/ui/PublicAllRTAList.aspx
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Until the mid 1980s, international trade occurred exclusively under
multilateralism. Undergirding multilateralism was the belief thatgrential agreements
would reignite the era of competing trade blocs leading up to World War Il. The
Europeans lead the world in number of preferential trade agreement. The EY te part
more than half of all notified to the WTO. The main grouping of European agreements
fall under the EU and the European Free Trade Association (ERTri)ially, the EU
focused development efforts on former colonies through aid and assistance. Biythe ea
1990s, these packages began to include legal frameworks for trading and investing.
Partners adopted EU laws and policies covering trade and business practices as a
condition. Some pacts are seen as phase in agreements, whereby partneentnalye
accede to the EU. For instance, the EU launched accession talks with Croatiakayd Tur
in 2005 and are now engaged in Stability and Association negotiations with Serbia and
Montenegro. Progress has also been made towards a Euro-Mediterraneanvirdieh bet
the EU and Mediterranean countries. In 2000, the EU signed the Cotonou Agreement
with seventy-six former colonies in Africa, the Caribbean and the Paaifg001,
agreements were made with Algeria, Egypt, Korea and Bangladesh. Atgeamore
were signed with Algeria, Chile, Jordan and Lebanon. Syria signed an agree2@oy i

and Iran in 2005 (Whalley, 2008).

3 The EFTA is an free trade organization among four countries that operatesl payall
and with, the EU. It was signed into force in 1960 by Austria, Denmark, Norway, &ortug
Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. In contrast to the “inner six” (Belgi
France, Italy, West Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands) that founded the
European Communities (EC), the EFTA states initially resisted Europegnathbon

(though most later joined the EC).
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China, who only accessed to the WTO in 2002, has since negotiated preferential
agreements with Hong Kong, Macau, ASEAN, New Zealand, Australia, Chiletdrgkis
Singapore and the Gulf Cooperation Council. Currently, China is in talks with Thailand,
APEC, Brazil, India, Mexico, Peru, the South Africa customs union, Mercosur (South
America), Iceland, Japan and Korea. Japan, who until recently had no preferential
partners, now has eleven. Japan’s partners include ASEAN, Brunei, Chile, lagonesi
Malaysia, Mexico, Philippines, Singapore, Switzerland, Thailand and Vietndra.i§
also joining the trend, negotiating nine agreements in recent years withNASE
Afghanistan, Bhutan, Nepal, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Korea, and MERCOSbR.
addition to the seventeen countries the U.S. has FTAs with, agreements are atsp pendi
with Colombia, Panama and Korea. The U.S. is also involved in regional talks, such as
the a Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreem@nt.

States are also selecting typologies of preferential agreethantsest serve their
strategic needs. The typology of agreements center between Customs Unishs(Ch
as the EU, and free trade areas, including the U.S.’s FTAs. CUs are mtiaférade
agreements whereby members collectively impose common external tdeffeoers
establish their own external policies towards nonmembers in free tradenagtse
Overwhelmingly, states are selecting to establish free trade aredsilateral basis. This
suggests these parameters satisfy important interests that CUs do nairréhestirge

in preferential agreements are encouraging states to negotiate thaiok#sas possible.

4 See http://rtais.wto.org/ui/PublicAllRTAList.aspx

’> See http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements

104



Unlike CUs, free trade areas offer this kind of flexibility and speed. Whiledéwe still
take years to negotiate, recent evidence indicates the time is beconmieg, @specially
between countries with comparable economic structures and outlooks (Fiorentjno et al
2007). Whereas CUs imply a bloc of countries, free trade areas are ddielisket]
bilaterally; allowing greater flexibility in the scope and extenhefagreement, as well
partner selection. This is especially significant for states ugiziade agreements for
strategic market or political alliance purposes. Free trade dseasllaw states to retain
economic sovereignty in their relations with non-members. CUs are moretiresand
reflect the goals of previous eras of regionalism, primarily to forggratien among
geographically contiguous states. Since the most recent turn has beembetwee
geographically dispersed states, CUs are much less ideal. They al§staiga
sovereignty, as they demand common commercial and external policies, requiring
significantly longer negotiations. CUs also limit the choice of tattners, as they are
forged among regional economies.

Bilateralism is the most prevalent formation of recent agreemenase il
arrangements account for 80% of all preferential agreements notified andein@érc
those under negotiation, 94% of them are bilateral, as are the 100% under proposal
(Fiorentino et al., 2007). One reason for the surge in bilaterals is that rezgoeaments
were already established during previous episodes of integration. As mentioned above,
bilateralism also presents less complex negotiations, since they involve ordtates.
Bilateralism is also popular as the purpose of agreements has shifted isrfriphas

integration to strategic market access. Agreements on the whole are be@ssing |
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regional, as countries are targeting new markets and preferential pdrtriacs, despite
the wave of earlier regionalism, where states increasingly sought todieeger
integration with their neighbors, the current trend in bilateralism is undemwinese
efforts, as states are looking to negotiate cross regional relationshipsarzeal

Another interesting development of this current wave of preferential trade
agreements is foregoing of non-reciprocal systems of preferences bypieye
countries, like those built into the multilateral General System of PreksdGSP).
Instead, developing countries are actively pursuing preferential agresewieh larger
economies in the North on a comprehensive and fully reciprocal basis. Part of ths shif
driven by WTO commitments requiring developing countries to adopt greater
liberalization over time. For others, this represents a conscious stratdgpratie.
Additionally, this wave of preferentialism is also marked by an increasingerof
South-South agreements.

Political economists have attempted to make sense of this explosion in
preferential agreements over the last decade and & taems they solve fundamental
economic and political problems posed by multilateralism. Multilateral néigoisaare
slow to complete and it is difficult to broaden their scope to non-trade areas. Foranstanc
the demand to cover competition and investment policies is an incentive to pursue
preferential agreements (Whalley, 2008). Environmental and labor policies, issues
difficult to negotiate multilaterally, are also easier to cooperate atelsllly. Further,

though U.S. efforts during the Uruguay round broadened the regime to cover new topics

’® Bhagwati and others offer a serious critique of the turn away from mutilatede in
chapter 2.
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(including telecommunication and financial services), major economies are finding
quicker access to targeted markets through bilateral negotiations (Brovem& Z)11).
The growing membership of the GATT/WTO regime over the last couple of decades,
introducing more diversity among members’ interest, exacerbated the ctiordina
problems inherent to multilateralism. Thus, preferential agreements haradpopular
among countries because they solve important problems posed by the complexity of
multilateral negotiations, especially as regime membership continuestogrese

problems became untenable in the absence of a hegemon capable to broker consensus.

The U.S. Turn to Preferentialism — Setting up the Case Studies

The Bush administration ushered in the U.S.’s shift in trade policy from
exclusively multilateral to bilateral and plurilateral. Before Bush took@&fthe U.S.’s
only preferential trade arrangements were a bilateral agreentbrismel negotiated in
1985 and NAFTA in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The Israeli agreement is largely
anomalous in U.S. trade history. Policy makers point out that the agreement sought to
reaffirm U.S. support of Israel, as the amount of two way trade is minuscules e,
NAFTA was the most complex trade agreement outside the WTO, and certainly
concerned economic considerations among the three North American countriaisl As s
earlier, both agreements were also apart of the U.S.’s exitinggstrat garner consensus
for American proposals throughout Uruguay.

However, the FTAs negotiated during the Bush years are significant ifor the

number, and their role in the administration’s security and economic goals.|hh®ta
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USTR negotiated FTAs with eighteen countries between 2001 - 2009. Strikingly, most
were negotiated with developing countries, including Bahrain, Costa Rica, [@amini
Republic, El Salvador, Honduras, Jordan, Morocco, Nicaragua, Oman, Colombia,
Panama and Peru. With the exception of South Korea, the other FTAs represent middle
tier economies, including Australia and Chile. In terms of sheer marketrszd,$.
only forged FTAs with countries possessing relatively miniscule markets.

The USTR'’s strategy to select FTA partners honed in on strategiiallie
sensitive regions of the world. As the case studies demonstrate, the FTAs vittli&dus
Singapore and Morocco all emerged from those countries’ commitment to advancing
U.S. interests in the global War on Terror. South American FTAs also possess
components relating to U.S. security concerns. For instance, the goals of thatRTA
Colombia include abating the flow of drug trafficking and reducing the threat of the
Colombian terrorist organization, the Revolutionary Armed Forces of ColombiaQFAR
PTAs also provided U.S. negotiators an opportunity to advance new trade norms the U.S.
could no longer implement multilaterally. For instance, more stringent intedlect
property protections and weaker regulations on foreign direct investment. As its
capability to forge consensus around issues favoring U.S. economic intereststedapora
American negotiators discovered they could easily proliferate them erenéil
agreements. Developing country FTA partners issued little resistanueré stringent
intellectual property protections and more open investment arrangements in galer to

preferential access to American markets.
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The U.S.’s shift from acting as the leader of the multilateral tradensyste
becoming an ardent preferential trader is consistent with the theofeticawork
presented in chapter 2. As the framework suggests, declining hegemonsltesietie
strategies to maintain their positions. The USTR’s move to embrace prefkerenti
agreements offered the U.S. an opportunity to shift venues away from the WTO, where
its bargaining tactics and leverage no longer achieved consensus, to a new mggotiati
environment whereby American influence remained firmly entrenched.eAtianed
above, the U.S.’s success in promoting its trade agenda bilaterally derives from the

relative disparity in market size with FTA partners.

Conclusion

This chapter offers an historical background of how hegemony operated to steer
outcomes in the multilateral trade regime. In order to situate the casesgpresented in
the subsequent chapters, the history also focuses on the fracturing of theeralltila
system. As argued throughout, hegemony in the trade regime entailed controlling the
consensus decision making rule. So long as the U.S. could ensure consensus around its
issues was not blocked, it remained hegemonic. However, on the eve of the Doha launch,
developing countries denied this authority from the U.S., leaving the regime non-
hegemonic. In an attempt to reorient its tactics post- hegemony, the U.S. alt@mpte
persuade the EU to accept a type of cooperative leadership scheme oventke regi
However, the EU refused, prevented by domestic coalitions unwilling to accept aconom

losses. Throughout the Doha round, ministerial meetings and high level conferences
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exhibited great levels of discord among regime members. As of today, the eouzaids
in stalemate, as “no one is willing to sacrifice their golden cow” (Pelrsona
communication, 2009). Coinciding with collapse of U.S. hegemony, WTO members
began concluding PTAs at an increasing pace. The U.S. joined this wave afteslthe B
administration entered office in 2001, discovering it could promote its trade and
geostrategic policies much easier in bilateral settings.

The selected history presented in this chapter aligns with the expectatibas of
theoretical framework developed in chapter 2. The framework suggests that hegemons
structure international systems of trade to further their interests. ‘Eheéed global
efforts after World War 1l to reconstitute the global economy. As argueddghout, the
institutions it spearheaded supported American financial and geostrategistsitéhe
rules governing decision making in the trade regime were designed to dsSure
dominance, while projecting an aura of legitimacy and sovereign equality.dfertihan
forty years, the U.S. exercised asymmetrical leverage against @ATKJ members to
produce outcomes supporting the U.S.’s economic and security agenda.

However, once U.S. control over the consensus decision making rule system was
denied by developing countries, its hegemony over the regime waned. The U.S.
exercised its traditional hegemonic tactics throughout the Uruguay round,sSultges
incorporating a range of new issues in the multilateral fora and garmcernsgnsus
through the threat of exiting and promises on agricultural reform. Howeversewehée
years between the end of Uruguay and the launch of the Doha altered the nggotiati

environment. The increasing economic importance, and growing membership, of
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developing countries weakened the U.S.’s leverage over the regime. Aggravagedy f
promises to implement agricultural reforms in the U.S. and the EU, an empowered
contingent of developing countries emerged to resist efforts among developed sountrie
to embark on new trade talks. Unable to effectively wield threats or brokey deals
hegemony became challenged on the eve of Doha'’s launch.

Also consistent with the theoretical framework was the U.S.’s strategic
reorientation, aimed to cope with the lose of hegemony. In an effort to maneuver
consensus, the U.S. volunteered serious agricultural reform. However, its cantaitm
depended upon the EU sharing the burden of reform by restructuring its Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP). This shift in strategy is captured in the &aork’s
expectation that second tier power may elect to join the falling hegemon irectigell
leadership role (Snidal, 1985). When collective leadership between the U.S. and EU
failed to coalesce, the regime began facing serious coordination problems. Keohane
(1984) contends that the absence of hegemony will spur non-hegemonic members to
lower egoistic calculations and work towards compromise in order to continue fagnishi
regime benefits. As the experience of Doha negotiations suggests, this texpéaiad
to materialize.

In fact, the experience of Doha captures Keohane’s characterizatiooaidis
the international system. For more than a decade, states have not even rdisgdiéhe
of compromise and cooperation. Instead of offering to seriously find middle ground on
the issues impeding Doha’s progress, many ignore the proposals of others and solel

articulate their own demands.
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The experience of Doha also raises new questions about what happens when non-
hegemonic states fail &avethe regime through compromise and cooperation.
Empirically, the past decade challenges Keohane’s expectation of non-hegstatmi
behavior. Despite an overwhelming interest to do so, regime members atigadffec
abandoning global multilateralism. While states continue to fortify théregy of the
WTO, by abiding its rules and regularly submitting disputes to its Dispute Betly,
the fundamental tenet of the multilateral order, non-discrimination, is no longer
sacrosanct. Bilateral and regional agreements inherently discrnaindt as economists
such as Bhagwati (1995) claim, undermine the goal of international free trade.

Keohane notes that states will not exert the compromise necessary to rescue
regimes if there is no overwhelming interest. On the surface, this seenpdatio ¢xe
current status of the WTO and member behavior. However, it raises an important
consideration, as multilateralism promises Pareto superior outcomes. Keoeansot
discuss scenarios in which members abandon regimes in pursuit of suboptimakinterest

More importantly, the failure of WTO members to rescue Doha weakens the
overall premise of regime theory. For more than fifty years, the reglimalied
enormous benefits to its members and the health of the international econdant $ys
successfully fulfilled its mission to coordinate states towards glolutd tiiaeralization.

Since 1995, the WTO has served as a model of international law and enforcement, as its
Dispute Settlement Body is widely regarded a fair and legitimate adjodiof trade
disputes. Preferential agreements remove the WTQO'’s function to provide thie sas

disputes among preferential partners are settled bilaterally (oftetimguve the realm of
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power politics). Furthermore, the WTO not only promises economic benefits through
global multilateral liberalization, it also provides members with the otreefiis
advocated by regime theorists. Regimes solve coordination problems amongtedrieg
and diverse countries. As Bhagwati (1995) warns in his Spaghetti Bowl analogy, the
proliferation of preferential agreements poses significant consequenties for
coordination of trade laws and norms. Like other regimes, the WTO also dstablis
expectations regarding the behavior of states. A system characterigezfdrentialism
reduces expectations to a bilateral basis, where states treat theg partners
differently. Thus, in addition to the eventual economic benefits of global free thade
are overwhelming interests in salvaging the multilateral order. dhdeese interests are
paramount to those satisfied through preferential agreements and, it woujd seem
compelling enough to motivate members towards compromise. Considering these other
provisions the regime provides, the failure of states to rescue the regieagts
Keohane’s fundamental argument.

The purpose of this detailed historical narrative is to provide context for the case
studies of U.S. FTAs in chapters four and five. Shifting back to the initial research
guestion driving this dissertation, the case studies aim at augmentinggekmnsiwledge
regarding how declining hegemons reorient their foreign policy stratefyseargued
here, by the late 1990s, declining hegemony rendered traditional Americambvayg
tactics untenable at the multilateral level. No longer able to achievediesitcomes
multilaterally, the newly elected Bush administration embarked upon a teshcer

unilateral trade strategy upon entering office in 2001. While multilategaitia¢ions
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associated with the Doha round floundered in acrimony between developed and
developing countries, the U.S. began pursuing bilateral FTAs with countries it polssess
significant asymmetrical leverage over. Whereas hegemonic decliredehoakerican
capabilities to achieve outcomes multilaterally, its leveraging powalateral settings
remained unchallenged. Selecting FTA partners with such relatively bargaining
leverage ensured the U.S. could advance new policies it failed to gain traction at the
multilateral level. While advancing these policies through individual bileagraements
was suboptimal to advancing them on a global multilateral scale, the adatioist
understood their value in largely non-economic terms. Bilateral FTAs wéredtby

the Bush administration as a means to capture support for its War on Terror gepoliti

strategy with strategically important countries.
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Index for Figure 2

1960 1970 1980 1990

In billions U.S. Exports in Imports in Exports in Imports in Exports in Imports in Exports in Imports in

dollars Goods Goods Goods Goods Goods Goods Goods Goods

Australia 0.170601 | 0.1932334 | 0.3953078 | 0.3683668 | 1.809959 | 1.681329 | 3.308521 | 3.238113
Austria 0.0933593 | 0.1179863 | 0.2392719 | 0.2972405 | 1.456484 | 2.033988 3.41614 | 4.077042
Belgium 0.3126724 | 0.3257074 | 0.9661487 | 0.9515482 | 5.375583 5.98436 | 9.834558 | 10.00261
Canada 0.4632972 | 0.4719959 | 1.342394 | 1.113489 | 5.427223 | 4.936601 | 10.63774 | 9.728457
Chile
Czech
Republic
Denmark 0.1247087 | 0.1508664 | 0.2796955 | 0.3672899 | 1.399123 | 1.612994 | 3.072995 | 2.760045
Estonia . . . . . . . .
Finland 0.0823958 | 0.0886719 | 0.1916931 | 0.2192192 1.18277 | 1.305003 | 2.208984 | 2.246039
France 0.5756577 | 0.5267241 1.51077 | 1.500822 | 9.673066 | 10.86373 | 17.66167 | 18.88169
Germany 0.9577991 | 0.8534611 | 2.863245 | 2.504781 | 16.06531 | 15.65543 | 34.14192 28.7083
Greece 0.0169278 | 0.0585028 | 0.0535472 0.1632 | 0.4321283 | 0.8851001 | 0.6678248 | 1.652611
Hungary . . . . . . . .
Iceland 0.0058811 0.00765 | 0.0122115 | 0.0131006 | 0.077659 | 0.0836294 | 0.1322194 | 0.1379266
Ireland 0.035703 | 0.0529462 | 0.093192 | 0.1348926 | 0.698967 | 0.9280744 | 1.976606 | 1.719318
Israel . i § B B . | 0.9541583 | 1.258942
Italy 0.3061452 | 0.3964721 | 1.096614 1.24344 | 6.491901 | 8.325561 | 14.15215 | 15.13883
Japan 0.3379642 | 0.3743564 | 1.618104 1.58154 | 10.80096 | 11.76144 | 23.85947 | 19.48449
Korea 0.0026667 | 0.0286667 | 0.0696667 | 0.1653333 | 1.459333 1.85775 | 5.417978 | 5.820306
Luxembourg . .. | 05259017 | 0.6328446
Mexico 1.29265 | 1.661825 | 2.236542 | 2.605992
Netherlands | 5351416 | 0.3803845 | 0.9820665 | 1.119949 | 6.153378 | 6.505297 10.9466 | 10.51305
New
Zealand 0.0700737 | 0.0650371 | 0.1015989 | 0.1032827 | 0.4517784 | 0.4561339 | 0.7827137 | 0.7894413
Norway 0.0734892 | 0.1220615 | 0.2044417 | 0.3082948 1.5474 1.41118 | 2.825214 | 2.243867
Poland . . . . . . . .
Portugal 0.0272802 | 0.0455699 | 0.079257 | 0.1303656 | 0.3860859 | 0.7884622 | 1.361523 | 2.072796
Slovak
Republic
Slovenia .. . .. .. . . .
Spain 0.059665 .| 0.198833 | 0.3954372 | 1.698967 2.81667 | 4.612721 | 7.287389
Sweden 0.2140575 | 0.2419514 | 0.5626755 | 0.5824876 | 2.581457 | 2.791899 | 4.785379 | 4.560233
Switzerland | ; 1549489 | 0.1838517 | 0.4280163 | 0.5388505 | 2.415364 | 2.932025 | 5.296297 | 5.798865
Turkey 0.0159142 | 0.0194076 | 0.0464385 | 0.0749844 | 0.1845745 | 0.5110767 | 1.087346 | 1.879028
United
Kingdom 0.8862798 | 1.088898 | 1.611692 | 1.879443 | 9.114241 | 9.570001 | 15.34775 | 18.66214
United
States 1.716583 1.25625 | 3.602083 3.32025 | 18.38551 | 21.41534 | 32.79935 | 41.27588
Brazil 0.2283333 1.6777 | 1.912931 | 2.617813 1.72178
China . .
India 1.496963 1.96916
Indonesia 2139611 | 1.823106
Russian
Federation
South Africa | , 13584 | 0.1382586 | 0.2778834 | 0.3161961 | 2.118863 1.64134 | 1.967969 | 1.533272
TOTAL 7.1457963 | 7.1889109 | 19.05518 | 19.402804 | 110.35844 | 122.32917 | 222.27272 | 230.22356
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Chapter 4

EXTRACTING ECONOMIC CONCESSIONS: THE AUSFTA

This chapter presents a case study of the U.S. — Australia FTA (AUSFTA)
negotiated by the Bush administration during 2003. Unlike the two cases detailed in the
next chapter, the AUSFTA is an instance of the declining hegemon extracting economi
concessions from a weaker, subordinate state. As this case shows, in certain
circumstances the declining hegemon engages in economic coercion to obtain pakferenti
trade positions relative to subordinate partners. As developed in the theoretical
framework presented in chapter 2, this agreement supports the argument thisigdecl
hegemons, no longer able to direct outcomes at the multilateral level, move to smaller
negotiating environments to promote their agendas.

In addition to demanding Australia capitulate to stronger intellectual property and
copyright regulations, the FTA also codifies unequal terms of trade, tithecheme
unilaterally benefits American firms and producers over their Austratiarpetitors. The
agreement immediately removes Australian tariffs while Americateptions remain

intact, only to be phased out over the course of almost a decade and omits sugar, a key
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Australian export. The FTA also weakens Australia’s domestic regulstioistures,
particularly its subsidized pharmaceutical program and agriculturalrgueadaws.
Australia voluntarily accepted the lopsided terms of this agreement.
Understanding why requires examining the hierarchical relationship betwestralfa
and the U.S. Australia has supported and fought alongside the U.S. in all its major wars
since World War Il. This includes contributing troops to the theaters in IragaAfstan
and the broader U.S. led global War on Terror. Its commitment to supporting American
wars and foreign policy stems from its position as sheltered under the U.&ysecur
umbrella. The U.S. is also an important economic ally. Australia experienced a
heightened sense of vulnerability because of its support for U.S. foreign policts and i
military contribution to American wars after the 9/11 attacks. The Batirtst bombing
in 2002 that killed 88 Australians further increased concern. Australia sought to ensure
the U.S.’s security commitment as it contended with the new threat of Igatnéenism
and terrorism, in addition to its traditional security preoccupations. Though the
Australians did not anticipate their American counterparts would demand such an
asymmetrical agreement, the Prime Minister capitulated, calogldtat the FTA would
raise his country’s level of importance to the U.S. and forge closer dodbss
President.
This exchange of economic concessions by a subordinate for security gggrante
and greater access to the dominant state’s leadership aligns with Lakeistidesaf
international hierarchy. As Lake claims, international hierarchiedya@ic exchanges in

which a subordinate submits to demands by a superordinate in exchange for certain goods
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or benefits. This case shows that when the U.S. could no longer organize hegemonic
exchanges among regime members to produce multilateral consensus, it shiftedowenue
forge exchanges advancing its agenda bilaterally. Despite signifesasitance from civil
society groups, Australia exchanged sovereign control over its domestic@egulat
structures and submitted to unfair tariff arrangements in order to gainrgreegss to

the White House, and cement the U.S.’s security commitment.

The ‘Special Relationship’

The Australians believed that their support for the unpopular wars in Afghanistan
and Iraq would translate into an economically beneficial deal. In fact, Aadtes a long
history of supporting American geostrategic interests in Southeast Asieoamd she
world. Australia fought alongside in nearly all the U.S.’s modern wars. In 1951 ahaistr
and New Zealand entered into a formal alliance with the U.S., codified by thalfeyst
New Zealand, United States Security Treaty (ANZUS). Prior to theytridsee three
nations fought together under the auspices of the United Nations in the Korean War and
later, under ANZUS, in Vietnam. The U.S. suspended its treaty obligations with New
Zealand in 1985 when it refused to allow American nuclear warships access ttsits por
after passing a series of domestic laws banning nuclear weapons®stathe U.S.
relegated New Zealand to the statu&ieind;, demoting it fromally. In 2003, Senator
Charles Grassley and seventeen senate colleagues urged the presidraedNew

Zealand in the proposed FTA with Australia. Yet, critical statements mabiew

118



Zealand’s Prime Minister regarding the Irag war led Bush admingtrafficials to deny
the invitation (Stoler, 2004).

Australia has long treated its alliance with the U.S. as a fundamenighfore
policy priority. During the Cold War, the purpose and importance of the alliancedietw
the two countries was unmistakably clear. However, the collapse of antadgmtiseen
the U.S. and the Soviet Union placed the necessity of the alliance into question. As such,
the end of bipolarity compelled Australia to seek new ways to frame the impavatis
relationship with the U.S. (Lantis, 2009). Ann Capling (2005) also suggests that the
changing technological nature of warfare, requiring significant invergtm intelligence
gathering and rapid strike capability, pressed Australia to pursue evegesthnkages
with the U.S.

Traditionally, Australia has served as an interpreter of Indonesian pddtic
American intelligence agencies (Capling, 2005). However, during the 1999 lead up to
East Timor’s referendum on independence, Prime Minister Howard’s governmeatam
series of crucial mistakes that threatened the relationship and causetiee fegklash
from Washington. In the months preceding the referendum, the Australian government
held back intelligence from its American counterparts and resisted retugday a
larger role in the referendum process. This generated a wave of critiorsm f
Washington regarding Australia’s lackluster response to the ensuing @@edadts
failure to fully share intelligence. With the candidacy of George W. Bush, anddiés t
policy advisor Robert Zoellick, Prime Minister Howard saw an opportunity torrea

the alliance. Like Howard, Zoellick advocated a trade policy incorporatingnipt
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economic considerations; but also geostrategic and political policy goatshésame
clear that Bush would defeat Al Gore to win the White House in 2000, Howard consulted
his cabinet and formulated his plan to approach the U.S. requesting an FTA.

The September terrorist attacks on the U.S. helped shape the discourse
surrounding the proposed FTA as a matter of national security for the two nations
Indeed, both governments began to frame the FTA in terms of strengthening thalbilater
security alliance. Zoellick affirmed that any country wishing to neggptia FTA with
the U.S. must offer its cooperation, “or better — on foreign policy and securitg’igsue
Capling, 2005, p. 54). Australian leaders, shaken by the 2002 Bali bombings that killed
eighty-eight Australians, made the case that an FTA with the U.S. would céuvther
link their country to the world’s military superpower, “a safe bet in uncertaiesti’
remarks Weiss, Thurbon, & Mathews (2004, 140).

The Australian leadership believed that their commitment to fighting alonigside
the unpopular wars in Afghanistan and Irag would ensure a good deal from the
Americans. As Weiss, Thurbon, and Mathews (2004) claim, “Without a doubt, there was
a tacit view in the Australian government that toeing the line on military anidriore
affairs would translate into a special deal on trade and economic affaifs?1). When
asked during a television interview whether Australia’s military pariessith the U.S.
would produce a dividend towards FTA negotiations, Australian trade analyst Alay Ox|
remarked, “We’'ve got a special relationship with the United States wiedAM seems
to have intensified. Maybe he lucked in, and I think our contribution in Afghanistan

produced a dividend.” When asked whether this would pay off for Australia during the
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negotiations, Oxley claimed, “It'll be a payoff, yes” (in Weiss, Thurbon, &das, pp.
141-142).

The Howard government miscalculated that Australia’s military suppothé
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan would produce a favorable deal. Part of the mideacula
includes a failure to grasp the power special interests in the United Stdtesweie
Congress, which must approve the FTAs negotiated by the Executive branch. Another
miscalculation derives from Howard’s relationship with President Bush. An Aastra
trade minister interviewed for this project emphasized that Howard and Bustl ahare
“close friendship” with “deep mutual respect and affection for one another'o(mdrs
communication, May 20, 2010). Howard, who rejected a request from Bill Clinton to
form an FTA in 1997, believed that Bush was poised to offer a better deal due to their
special relationship. However, despite the best efforts of the Australian tiegagam,
and Prime Minister Howard’s special friendship with President Bush, the FIrAaus
sovereign authority over many areas of the economy in order to serve Americesdus

interests.

Australia’s Bad Deal

This section examines the areas of the agreement covering phytgsanitar
measures and Australia’s public benefit scheme. The purpose is to demonstrate that
declining hegemons compel subordinates to accept asymmetrical teradeotrthis
instance, the terms of the agreement require Australia to alter soveresgana

domestic regulatory structures to comply with American standards thasrflsS.
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economic interests. The next two sections demonstrate how the terms of thisupA
sovereignty over Australia’s quarantine regime and its public benefitsiecGe

examined in the following pages.

Quarantine

Australia is rarely afflicted by the pests and disease that ravayge and
livestock around the world. This is because the isolated island nation employs astringe
approach to quarantining agricultural and animal imports. This safeguard is avgysee
the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS), which scrutimestial
farm products from Australia’s trading partners. The standards and rui@simg how
the AQIS assesses the safety of imports derives from Biosecurity laysdraoffice
located within the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery. Dariguarantine
assessment, panels of scientific experts from government, industry and iaceai@ene
to weigh the scientific evidence and produce a risk assessment reportdoitagt
products attempting to enter the country. Only items deemed low risk are recordmende
for importation.

Both the U.S. and Australia are signatories to the WTQO’s Agreement on Sanitary
and Phytosanitary Measures (SPSJhis international agreement stipulates the
responsibilities of members to make transparent the rules and proceduresoddignes
employed to protect the health of human, animal and plant populations. The SPS

agreement articulates that states cannot be punished for applying steatesda

" For the full text of the agreement, see
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/sps_e/sps_e.htm.
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reduce the risk of introducing pestilence locally. Critics, especiallyatS., have
decried that Australia’s quarantine system is unduly protectionist and siflegetrade
principles. This is because the quarantine system prevents the importatioaiaf cert
American agricultural products that fail to reach Australia’s stalsddihe Australians
counter that their quarantine system is based upon objective scientificresstssihat
have protected the country from such devastations as foot-and-mouth and Mad cow
disease. When asked to provide an opinion, the WTO has publically defended and
endorsed Australia’s approach. After reviewing Australia’s quarantitersythe WTO
released a policy review in which it concluded,
...with Australia heavily dependent on agriculture and a major exporter of
agricultural commaodities and agrifood products, which receive relatively
little government assistance and are sold at world market prices, these
measures are believed to be necessary to ensure that Australia’saeputa
as a reliable exporter of high quality agricultural products is not
jeopardized by pests and diseases (Australia’s Trade Policy Review,
2002).
Unable to combat Australia’s quarantine system within the multilateral \adnue
the WTO, the U.S. sought to control the quarantine review process as a stipuldi®mn of t
FTA. Chapter seven of the FTA constitutes the agreement between the twoesountri
regarding sanitary and phytosanitary measures. In addition to recogrodmpgasty’s
responsibilities as signatories to the WTO’s SPS Agreement, the chapiduces a
new dimension of how SPS conflicts will be dealt with bilaterally. While thd lega
language of the FTA is benign, the ramification of the agreement sermamjyromise

Australia’s authority to control what products can cross its borders. Foreheost, t

agreement mandates that, “Neither Party may have recourse to disputecsettieder
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this Agreement for any matter arising under this Chapter” (AUSFhap€er 7). This
means that neither party can take a trade dispute concerning SPS throughildue ralul
process instituted within the WTQO’s Dispute Settlement Body (DSB). THRi®&n
independent panel of trade experts staffed by a revolving roster reprigsghtvTO
member states. Since the inception of the WTO in 1995, the DSB has been praised as
providing a fair forum in which states with much less economic and political inBuenc
can receive an impartial hearing. Prior to the creation of the WTO and itsSRx$&s
resolved their trade disputes bilaterally. Typically, states with mowaomic and
political power easily compelled their adversary to back down (Steinberg, 2002).
Therefore, the stipulation in this chapter to remove recourse to the DSE itexdet
disputes back into the realm of power politics and provides an unfair advantage to the
U.S., which can leverage access to its markets to persuade acquiescencenmeniis.de
Chapter seven takes dispute settlement out of the purview of WTO jurisdiction
and instead creates two new bilateral committees charged withgettlues regarding
SPS. These two new bodies are the Australian-U.S. Committee on Sanitary and
Phytosanitary Matters (SPS Committee) and the Australian-U.S. Staretthgidal
Working Group on Animal and Plant Health Measures (SPS Working Group). The FTA
states that these committees will “provide a forum for addressing bilséeitary and
phytosanitary (SPS) matters, resolve trade issues, and thereby egpand tr
opportunities” (AUSFTA, Chapter 7). Stipulated in the agreement, the SPS Coenmitte
must comprise not only scientists, but American trade representatived.aghwel

reaction among Australian political scientists has largely beenatmti¢his move:
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...we have agreed to let U.S. trade officials sit on the bodies that will
influence our quarantine standarBiermalizing the participation of U.S.
trade representatives in our quarantine decision-making process will give
foreign government officials the power to intervene in policies crucial to
our national economic security. Australia will be compelled to
compromise its scientifically rigorous risk assessment as a result of U.S.
trade pressur¢Weiss, Thurbon, & Mathews, 2004, pp. 31-32).

Thus, the chapter on SPS infiltrates Australia’s quarantine review processaling

new committees staffed with American trade officials to intervene ircthaitry’s

agricultural review process. This provision was so provocative that it became a

centerpiece of the Australian Senate’s inquiry into the ETPhe Federation of

Australian Scientific and Technological Societies (FASTS), the cognaiggest interest

group representing scientists and technologists, testified during the Bepuate

regarding Chapter seven'’s creation of the SPS Committee and SPS Woxkipg IGr

their statement, they said:
The objectives of both of those committees go to protecting animal,
human or plant life and to facilitating trade between the paBiesve
would say that there is a potential internal conflict of interest between the
two broad objectives of both parties. You would be well aware that for
many years U.S. agribusiness has claimed vociferously that Australia has
used quarantine measures as a barrier on trade. They — and indeed other
countries - have been quite vigorous in trying to get Australia to relax its

guarantine regime. FASTS’s view is that this new structure would seem to
shift a concession to the U.S. in this mat&mith, 2004°

8 Emphasis added.

9 After their negotiators submitted an initial draft of the FTA, which compsechon

issues the government proclaimed it would protect (such as SPS and the Publis Benefit
Scheme), the Australian parliament conducted its own investigation and heldygearin
regarding the potentially negative impact of the FTA. These hearingsigéste Prime
Minister to demand certain amendments to the FTA that the United States did ndt contes

8 Emphasis added.
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Accordingly, the FTA mandates that individuals representing Americanitreetests
must be inserted at the highest levels of Australia’s quarantine regimpriiftagy
purpose of these individuals is to press the interests of American agribustesssure
the safety and vitality of Australia’s agricultural sectors.

Australia’s quarantine assessment system maintains the health oicitstaugi
industries without the need for subsidies. Loss of crops, and the application otlpsstici
cost farmers and governments elsewhere millions of dollars a year. Gargsnn the
developed world compensate for the uncertainty of agricultural loss by stgidi
farmers. Subsidized agriculture also allows farmers in developed countridisheise
products abroad at below market prices. This wreaks devastating consequences for
developing country farmers, many of whom cannot compete in their own domestic
markets with subsidized crops. By avoiding subsidies, Australia exports its pratducts
competitive world market prices; not below market prices made possible by subsidy
schemes largely employed in the United States and Europe. Dismantling theigeara
procedures could have dire effects on Australia’s agricultural sectorsulaly, it
threatens the loss of crops and augments potential instances of animal disesse

ramifications are exacerbated by Australia’s absence of agralutwinsidy programs.

Public Benefits Scheme
Australia’s public system for the distribution of pharmaceuticals holds a deep
cultural significance for its citizens. The perception held by Australgatisat their

approach to ensuring a fair, equitable and affordable pharmaceutical s@tsthes
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apart from many other countries in the developed world. Similar to the quararsiiem sy
described above, Australia’s approach to pharmaceuticals revolves around govarnme
institutions that determine which medicines can enter the country and the costs
pharmaceutical corporations can charge Australian citizens. Just asAthgnkifishes
Australian sovereignty regarding quarantine, it also weakens the counthdsiguio
control the flow and cost of medicines. Similar to the committees that plaeceacam
officials into the decision-making apparatus impacting agricultural irapont, the FTA
generates the same effect regarding pharmaceuticals.

The function of Australia’s Public Benefits Scheme (PBS) is to ensure walivers
public access for Australian citizens to medicines at affordable rategoVeenment
operates as a public wholesale purchaser of medicines directly from iicieahat
pharmaceutical corporations. After negotiating the price Australlgpagi for the drugs
it selects to import, the government provides heavy subsidies to ensure that they are
affordable for its citizens. Two primary committees are responsible fermdieing
which drugs the government will purchase from pharmaceutical corporations and how
much they will pay. The Pharmaceutical Benefits Advisory CommittBA(H
comprises doctors and health care specialists charged with evaluatidet@mdining
the cost effectiveness and therapeutic value of new medicines offeredrmaiianal
pharmaceutical corporations. This body evaluates whether a new drug isfiectrees
than similar drugs already on the market and makes recommendations wihether t

Australian government should subsidize them for consumers. A separate cerihnitte
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Pharmaceuticals Benefits Pricing Authority (PBPA), decides the tratehe
government will pay pharmaceutical corporations for the product.
The pharmaceutical lobby in the U.S. has long charged that the PBS is responsible
for high drug costs to American consumers. Because the government stipulatestshe
of new medicines, they claim that the research and development costs of new and
innovative drugs are not recovered in markets like Australia. Additionally, the
pharmaceutical lobby has long held that the review process lacks transpargncy a
provides no recourse for appeal. International pharmaceutical corporations, however,
have the right to appeal in Australia’s federal court system. Though policysenatgue
that their cases are hardly ever persuasive enough to stand up in Australian court
Industry lobbyists pressed hard for U.S. trade negotiators to attack the PBS and its
review process in the FTA. The Howard government reiterated to the Auspabéc
that the PBS would not be up for debate. Despite these promises, U.S. trade negotiators
successfully made their Australian counterparts capitulate with that thirwalking
away from the deal. U.S. trade negotiators argued that the PBS and its reviess proc
lacks transparency. However, Australian trade policy experts countenéhaial
purpose behind calling for greater transparency is, “to provide pharmaceutigeraem
with a lever to systematically challenge the PBAC and increasetthefnaew drug
listings” (Weiss, Thurbon & Mathews, 2004, p. 64). As mentioned above, pharmaceutical
companies already have a right of review via the Australian fedmual €ystem. Instead,
pharmaceuticals sought to divert the courts and seize greater authorityeoP&AC

review decisions. “By introducing a right of review, the FTA now provides the U.S. with
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the legal means to bring an action against Australia should its pharma industry be
disappointed by the review outcomes” (p. 64).

The changes to Australia’s PBS include the creation of a Medicines Working
Group (MWG). The stated aim of the MWG is to generate dialogue regardinghdew a
innovative medicines marketed by international pharmaceuticals. Akin to thetpng
covering the creation of the committees on agriculture and quarantine, the purpose and
aim of MWG is vague. In fact, there is no stated mandate for the MWG in the BUA. “
there is no doubt that the U.S. side has a very clear vision for this group: theytaant it
become the preeminent body for making decisions concerning the distribution of
pharmaceuticals in Australia, subverting the PBS and subordinating the PBAIzand t
PBPA” (2004, p. 65). In this way, American strategy to undermine Australian control
over quarantine and the public benefits systems is clear. This tactic invohzsgitiie
bilateral agreement to usurp the authority of Australian institutions by neglédem

with new bodies staffed with U.S. trade officials pressing the rights ofidameindustry.

Harmonization as Hierarchy

Quarantine and changes affecting the Public Benefits Scheme arefapart
broader American strategy to proliferate new trade norms that beseftioihomic
interests. Through bilateral FTAs, the administration spread new trade maoukl no
longer implement multilaterally. In the past, the U.S. advanced its econonmeststby
gathering multilateral consensus around the policies it proposed duringauadis.r The

decline of its hegemony over the regime entails the U.S. can no longer advance its
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policies in this way. Thus, the administration sought to advance them in piecemeal
fashion; one FTA at a time. The goal was to generate a cascade of supporefoethes
norms powerful enough to persuade states to support them during multilateral
negotiations.

These new trade norms reflect, often verbatim, U.S. law governing intellectua
property and regulatory standards. The push to standardize U.S. intellectual preyserty la
derives from the multitude of U.S. corporations, from pharmaceuticals to softmase
to media giants, that produce the bulk of the world’s pafértse purpose is to ensure
continued profitability for these firms by legally holding governments@actable to
prosecute copyright violators. The same is true regarding U.S. effortdbtdizgo
investment rules that allocate enhanced rights to American firms and drtiais

authority of foreign governments to control their behavior.

WTO I.P. & Investment Policies

The administration’s long term strategy sought to harmonize internatiotal tra
laws that best served American interests (Graham & Wilkie, 1994; Simmons, 2001)
Towards this end, U.S. negotiators pushed for greater protection of intellectuatyprope
and wider liberalization of foreign investments at the multilateral leved.goal was to

combat national and local rules allowing varying levels of protection for damesti

81 According to the most recent World Intellectual Property Indicators rehert).S.

filed 456, 154 patents in 2007, the most patents in the world. Behind the U.S. was Japan
(396, 291), China (245, 161), Korea (172, 469), the European patent office (140, 763),
Germany (60, 992), Canada (40, 131), and Russia (39, 439). See, World Intellectual
Property Organization (2009).
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industries in favor of an international approach that makes trans-border busivgsssact
much more streamlined. As mentioned, the U.S. vigorously pursued these goals at the
multilateral level during the Uruguay Round. Indeed, the U.S. successfully gedsua
other WTO members to bring intellectual property rights into the mutalafield. An
agreement to liberalize investment also became apart of the WTO’s comjdess dbo.
However, while these inclusions were a victory, many industry lobbyists cosbitiher
WTO provisions as not going far enough.

For instance, while the WTO receives enormous criticism regardingrésraent
on intellectual property, known as the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), it allows states autonomy to pursoealat
variation in how they comply with the agreement. This allows developing countries, f
which technology transfer from advanced industrial centers is crucialdooeic
growth, the ability to shape domestic laws that both pursue developmental objectives and
comply with WTO law. To be sure, the TRIPS provisions are much more restrictive tha
the various international treaties covering intellectual property thsteexoefore its
implementation. Prior to TRIPS, the protection of intellectual property efas |
individually to states, and states were only bound to follow the particular aoatfmn of
international conventions they had joined (Maskus, 1997). Developing countries often
created domestic patent regimes that limited the rights of foreign cobgmsrand
generated opportunities for local firms to imitate patented innovations. This eragde
a necessary step in the learning process for developing countries to attaimalhteon

(Shadlen, 2005).

131



TRIPS aims to curtail the rights of developing countries to establish patent
regimes that allow imitation of innovations generated, primarily, in developedrees.
It establishes international standards for the protection of computer softwale sies,
well known trademarks, and pharmaceutical and biotechnological inventions (Maskus,
1997). Yet, while TRIPS represents a formidable barrier for developing asitdgrreach
technological sophistication, it is still designed to make compliance a ngtienagative
(Correa, 2000). In this way, many developing countries are able to implementidomes
restrictions that comply with TRIPS, but also allow local firms to, “inveotilad patents
without risking litigation for infringement” (Shadlen, 2005, 762). They accomplishrthis
part by issuing specific or narrow patents to their national firms anolisktag far
reaching exceptions for academic research (which is exempted und&)TRIP

Despite intensive lobbying by the U.S. and the EU, the TRIPS agreements also
leave room for states to engage in compulsory licensing. Compulsory licensingiis whe
the government of one country allows local firms to produce and distribute a patented
good without consent of the patent holder. This was a primary process developing
countries engaged in prior to TRIPS to speed up local innovation. While TRIPS
circumscribes the extent to which states can offer compulsory licendessitot forbid
them. In fact, compulsory licensing is still available to statdadgaublic health crises in
order to produce generic medicines that are too costly (Oxfam, 2004). dg&tszaround
compulsory licensing restrictions by requiring foreign patent holding fioms

manufacture their products locally, thus retaining exclusive rights (Sh&fes).
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American and European industry lobbyists also criticized the provisions covering
trade related aspects of investments that derived from the Uruguay Roundl asevel
Agreement on Trade-Related Investment Measures (TRIMS) seeks to dampderihe e
to which WTO members can regulate the activities of foreign investors (URIDR3).
Broadly, the TRIMS agreement limits the range of options developing countriesposse
to constrain the activities of foreign firms operating, or seeking to opeii#ta) their
borders (Wade, 2003). Fundamentally, this entails that states must extend the Most
Favored Nation (MFN) practice previously reserved for matters of teafieeign firms
regarding issues of investment. That is, states must treat foreignnforhifferent than
they treat their own firms. One way this occurs is by outlawing domestitatems that
mandate backward linkages between foreign investors and local producers. IRgeinsta
under TRIMS, states can no longer require foreign investors to source certainsaafount
inputs locally. Nor can they require foreign investors utilize predetedhanal inputs in
their exports, a practice used to offset imported inputs (Shadlen, 2005).

Yet, while TRIMS represents a new era of multilateral legalizatioedito
protect the interests of foreign corporations operating across national besndaaiso
leaves great discretion for states regarding its implementation andtreguMost
importantly, the agreement does not define what are and what ateadetelated
investment measuréShadlen, 2005). Instead, the agreement leaves it up to individual
countries to determine which of their national policies fall within the provision of
TRIMS. Instead of defining features of domestic policies that fall undeviBRthe

agreement provides a list of examples in its appendix. It is up to states to séif ident
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these policies, inform the WTO of their existence, and then eliminate them (UNDP

2003). In essence, so long as states are not clearly violating the Most Favooad Na

policy, as well as refraining from applying quantitative requirements teesdacally,

they can work creatively around TRIMS restrictions.
Thus, states can require foreign firms to transfer technology to local firms,
and states can demand joint ventures. And states can regulate foreign
investors’ hiring practices, with the aim of enhancing development of
human capital and skills. Such measures, also standard instruments of
postwar development strategies, remain acceptable under WTO
rules...Foreign firms do not have a ‘right of establishment,” which means
that states can restrict (or even prohibit) foreign investors’ participation in
particular sectors of the economy (Shadlen, 2005, 759).

Thus, akin to the TRIPS agreement, we should view TRIMS as an important shift

towards the codification of rules aimed to harmonize international trade and finance

Both measures usher in significant hurdles for developing states, as compldaits

rejecting development and local industrialization policies utilized ghreénception of

the GATT in the late 1940s aimed to nurture domestic sectors. However, both agseeme

preserve states’ rights to pursue compliance in a manner that respectalrsattonomy.

Indeed, both agreements provide transition periods for developing countries and even

longer periods for least developed countries.

The multilateral bargaining arena of the GATT/WTO is the reason these
provisions are not as stringent as industry lobbyist in the U.S. and the EU would like. As
discussed in chapter 3, the U.S. was able to secure the inclusiorNeiwhssues
(extending GATT rules to trade in services, investments, and protection aadniall

property rights). However, the poly-vocal nature of the multilateral arena, dowfjtle

the consensus mechanism for decision-making, prevented U.S. negotiators frongsec
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the full extent of its preferences regarding these issues areas.ugd éejow, this is not
the case with U.S. bilateral FTAs. In these arenas, the U.S. possesses enormous
bargaining leverage over trading partners. As such, U.S. FTAS repagsaitérnative
strategy towards the goal of harmonizing the strictest intellectualpydpe's and the

most favorable conditions for American firms operating abroad.

I.P. & Investment in U.S. FTAs

Unlike TRIPS and TRIMS, U.S. FTAs stipulate precise regulations regarding
intellectual property and the treatment of foreign investment that go far béneind t
requirements as WTO members (El Said, 2005; Maskus, 1997; Oxfam, 2004; Roffe,
2004; Shadlen, 2005). Indicative of these greater commitments, the heightened
intellectual property rules contained in U.S. FTAs are commonly known as HRIRS
Since U.S. trade strategy aims to globalize the most favorable tradelafradrican
firms, each FTA contains near exact language in the text of the agrseiftsmost
pronounced difference between U.S. FTAs and WTO commitments is the removal of
national autonomy regarding implementation and interpretation in the former. Wherea
WTO members possess the right to shape the content of domestic laws toheiflect t
own standards and procedures, U.S. FTAs demand partners implement domestiatlaws t
reflect terms dictated by U.S. negotiators. Additionally, FTAs seelotmatite U.S.
preferences regarding patent protection as immediately as possible. &ocensinder

the TRIPS provisions, states are given transition periods depending on their levels of
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development. U.S. FTAs shorten or eradicate these transition periods and demand quick
implementation.

Pharmaceutical companies secure enhanced profitability via U.S. FTAsbeca
of these comprehensive requirements. For instance, U.S. FTAs contain what ars know a
pipeline protectiongor pharmaceutical goods (Oxfam, 2004). In the past, many
pharmaceutical companies did not apply for patents in developing countries (grimaril
because developing countries did not offer patents on pharmaceutical goodswaXhe ti
Pipeline protections retroact these patents. That is, they apply patentetiqgrdte
products that areot new but rather have been on the market for some time, and these
protections last for the duration of the life of the patent in the U.S. (Shadlen, 2005).

U.S. pharmaceutical companies are further protected by the inclusion in FTAs of
provisions that block access to their clinical trial data for five yeansic@l trials are
mandatory in nearly all countries before a local manufacture can produce and market
pharmaceutical drugs. Blocking this crucial data leaves no choice foigener
manufactures in FTA partner states but to conduct their own studies. However, the
extreme costs typically prevent this from happening, thus further insulaéng t
intellectual property of the patent holder. This significant barrier evereptglocal
companies from acquiring compulsory licenses in the case of national emesgen
(Oxfam, 2004). In fact, U.S. FTAs nearly eradicate any rights to compulsenging,
except for cases of declared national emergency. And even then, they are subgect to pr

negotiations with the patent holder and often are severely restrictive. A=Sags,
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“To be sure, regional-bilateral agreements do not prohibit compulsory licenses ybut the
establish clear and unequivocal biases against their use” (2005, 768).

Outside of pharmaceutical goods, membership in U.S. FTAs compel states to
expand their intellectual property regime to areas they previouslya@jex are exempt
under WTO law. For example, states are exempt under TRIPS from incorpptating
and animal patents into their national patent system (TRIPS Agreemenie 2{8)(b),
1994). However, U.S. FTAs require states to relinquish such exemptions and provide
protections in these areas. U.S. FTAs also require partners to lengthea e lif
copyrighted materials longer than required under TRIPS. This extends the monopoly
pharmaceutical companies possess over medicines, as it places a gleatar te
introduction of affordable generic medicines (Oxfam, 2004). Partner states not only have
to relinquish any transition periods afforded under TRIPS to bring their natictaisy
into compliance with WTO law, they are also compelled to become signatoriesrto othe
international conventions and treaties they may have rejected in the past. All B.S. FT
partners, for example, must also ratify the World Intellectual Propegsration’s
(WIPO) Copyright Treaty and WIPO’s Performances and Phonogramy {E¢&aid,

2005). The former was designed to meet the challenges of protecting intellectugtlyprope
in the age of information technology. Its provision to accord computer software psogram
the same protections as literary works have been heavily criticizdid\Zbpyright

Treaty, Article 4, 1996). Akin to the wider criticisms of the expansion of interntiona
intellectual property laws, critics remark that both treaties apphessize fits all

approach that ignores varying degrees of development and technological knowledge
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across countries. Other international conventions that U.S. FTAs require partners t
become signatories include, the International Convention for the Protection of New
Varieties of Plants (UPOV) and the Joint Recommendation Concerning provisions on the
Protection of Well-Known Marks of 1999. The former seeks to ensure patent protection
for plant breeders and the latter seeks to harmonize global trademarks.

An area that receives little attention is the provisions contained in U.S. FTAs
covering government procurement. Procurement is the public purchase by government
of goods and services from the private sector. As such, it is an important elerment t
country’s trade policy, as it balances the demands of open free trade with tést itate
support and grow domestic industries. The U.S., however, treats procurement as an
important strategy to enlarge foreign markets for its firms. Yet, tBe &hsures that
liberalization is not reciprocated at home. It achieves this type of poteseti through
its Buy Americarprograms that mandate quotas for the purchase of American made
goods over foreign competitors. Highlighting how this strategy opposes the tefrets of
trade and reciprocity, Weiss & Thurbon (2005) remark:

no other state has been as globally active in driving open procurement
markets; and no other state has been as nationally protectionist in legally
mandating ‘buy national’ policies. On the one hand, the U.S. acts as the
main driver to globalize government procurement markets and enlarge the
space for its own firms to operate by establishing the rules of the public
purchasing game; on the other, it maintains an aggressive buy national
stance which is expressed in an uncommonly tight set of rules that
safeguard the home procurement market for American firms (705-706).
While many states possess some set of local and regional prefereroefeystomestic

firms, U.S. rules revolve around mandates that federal agencies only purchasangbods

services from American companies.

138



Economic Outcomes

In 2003, an International Monetary Fund (IMF) working paper predicted that
Australia’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) would actually shrink as & ofshe FTA
(Hilaire & Yang, 2003). This is due to a loss of trade from Australia’s otaditimnally
important trading partners, including Japan, Europe and certain other Asian sountrie
The IMF model indicated that dismantling trade barriers bilaterallydvogrease
Australia’s exports to the U.S. by $2.97 billion. However, U.S. exports to Australia
would increase by $5.25 billion and reduce imports from other countries by $2.9 billion.
Indeed, in the year after the FTA’s ratification, Australia’s exporthe U.S. declined
and American exports to Australia increased. In 2005, the U.S.’s trade surplus with
Australia grew 31.7% in the first quarter compared to the previous year, &scAm
exports grew at 11.7% (agriculture alone grew 20%). In 2007, the Australian Depiartm
of Foreign Affairs and Trade reported a significant increase in the imleaddiade
between the two countries (DFAT, 2008). The U.S. became the largest source for
Australian imports, with goods and services valued at over AU $31 billion. However,
Australia’s exports to the U.S. only valued at AU $15.8 billion.

The negative economic impact for Australia is largely generated by what
economists calirade diversionThis occurs in preferential trade agreements when a
country no longer imports goods from the most efficient producing sources and instead
imports them from a less efficient preferential partner. For example, sujgyese and

the U.S. both produces Honda Civics. Japan is a more efficient producer and can
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manufacture and sell the car cheaper than the U.S. If a tariff appliegads €iming

from both countries, Australian consumers will purchase the Japanese modetebeca
they are less expensive. An FTA with the U.S. will eliminate the tariff mekcan

Civics, making them cheaper than those coming from Japan (see the arrow id figure
below). However, while Australian consumers pay a lower cost for the Civic, the
government loses all tariff revenue, as the majority of the costs pay farcame
production of the car. Figure 1 illustrates how diversion generated by preferential

agreements can distort trade .

Figure 3. Trade diversion in automobffes

Therefore, not only is trade distorted by importing from less efficient squecéb
revenue becomes diverted to American producers to cover their production costs. It
should be noted that trade diversion resulting from the AUSFTA will only occur in
products that the U.S. is not the world’s lowest cost producer. Otherwise, Austoald

have already sourced its products from the U.S. and there would be no trade to divert. In

8 Trade diversion example and illustration taken from Philippa Dee (2005).
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terms of the bilateral relationship, the U.S. actually experiences nadeediversion.
That is, because of the agreement the U.S. now imports more goods from Australia that
are less efficiency produced than from other countries. However, because of the
significant difference in size between the two economies, the overall proportios.of U
trade affected by the agreement is negligible (Dee, 2005).

It is also estimated that the Australian economy will experience ldsse® the
extension of copyright protections American negotiators insisted for ionlusithe
FTA. In 2000, the Australian Intellectual Property and Competitive RevieBR)P
considered whether extending the term of copyright protections to mirroabdEU
standards would incur greater benefits than costs. The Committee discovered no
additional benefits and recommended that Australia’s copyright terms rdreaarhe
length (IPCR, 2000). Three years later, a spokeswoman for the Minister of
Communications, IT and Arts reaffirmed the government’s satisfactitbntiae current
length of copyright, highlighting that Australia’s copyright laws praemaonhovation and
investment in content industries while providing consumers, researchers andm&sducat
reasonable access to copyright material (Cochrane, 2003). Despite theasdesctmi
Australia’s copyright laws, USTR Zoellick demanded Australia makafgignt changes
to its Intellectual Property regime so that they align more closely hgtltS.’s.
Zoellick claimed that Australia’s laws gave weak protection to onlhméent and fell
short of international commitments. Accordingly, serious reform to Ausgralia

Intellectual Property regime became a feature of FTA negotiations.
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Zoellick demanded that Australia ratify the World Intellectual Prgpert
Organization (WIPOYTopyright TreatyandPerformances and Phonograms Treahg
indicated above, he also demanded Australia adopt the copyright extensions set in
Congress’s Sonny Bono Copyright Term Extension Act of 1998, which extends copyright
protections from the life of the author plus fifty years to the life of the apllasrseventy
years. Zoellick pushed the Australians to also adopt various elements fronstise U
Digital Millennium Copyright Act of 1998 and implement stronger protections to enforc
the rights of copyright owners and abate piracy.

As late as December 2003, Australian Trade Minister Mark Vaile was allylic

committed to defending Australia’s copyright regime. However, two monthshiatand
his FTA negotiators capitulated to U.S. pressure and acquiesced to the demands
stipulated in U.S. Article 17.4.4 of the proposed AUSFTA (Rimmer, 2006). As predicted
by the IPCR study, the extension of the length of copyright generates misréocos
Australia than gains. This is largely because Australia is a net impbtentent; largely
from U.S. copyright holders. As a net importer of copyright materials, the tost
Australia includes the additional royalties paid to copyright holders airexisorks.
Using figures from the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs andelrade (2005)
calculates that Australia’s net royalty payments could increase lmyAig $88 million
per year as a result of extending copyright protections. These roydltiesgely pay
American copyright holders.

Australia also took a big loss in terms of failing to secure any acmess $ugar

industry to American markets. In fact, while Australian beef and horticulpuodiucts
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are subject to an eighteen years phase in period, sugar was completedg@fcm the
agreement. The negative impact of failing to secure access for sugar iSedaghen
looking at other U.S. preferential trade agreements. Both Chile and Singaipeck ga
phase in periods eliminating quotas to sugar products in their respective FlthAsr Ne
country is a major producer of sugar; however the U.S. offered the same quota
elimination schedule to five competitive sugar producing countries when iedatife
Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA). To offset anger frostrélia’s sugar
industry, the government announced a AU$440 million dollar aid package to its
producers. In order to do so, the government levied additional taxes upon the citizenry. In
retrospect, it is quite problematic that Australia acquiesced on sugasetsat
dangerous precedent for its future trade negotiations (Dee, 2005). This is hightighte
Australia’s rejection of a joint U.S. — EU proposal to substantially cut domestic
agricultural subsidies during the WTQO’s Cancun ministerial, which would have had much
greater benefits for Australian than any accrued in the FTA. Like allRT.8s, they are
no promises to make any such cuts to its domestic subsidy schemes.

Any economic gains Australia might accrue due to the FTA are abate¢imed if
the U.S. continues to forge other preferential agreements. Even the projected model
conducted by Australia’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade sisgipes the
meager expected gains from the FTA will disappear if the Free TnadeoAthe
Americas (FTAA) is ratified (Dee, 2005). While progress on that agreemearnbec
stalled due to the opposition of Latin American leaders, the U.S. continued to negyotiate

handful of other preferential agreements after the AUSFTA. Not only would any
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preferential gains disappear, a quick look at other U.S. FTAs reveals thapatimers
secured more favorable terms. For instance, Singapore was given betten tierasrea
of financial service liberalization and Chile received important concessigasineg
cable television content access (Dee, 2005).

The gains made by American exporters include the immediate elimination of all
barriers to its agriculture and 99% of manufactured goods. Conversely, Austresi
wait eighteen years before the tariffs and protections are completedyed from beef
and dairy. After the initial negotiations were finished in February 2004, Primistiet
Howard met and directly appealed to President Bush to increase the quota aligkustr
beef by 30,000 tons. Not only did Bush opt not to compromise, he flat out refused the
Prime Minister’s plea. Beef quotas were eventually increased maygimavever, the
FTA is subject to certain safeguard measures that permit the U.S. ttardisen

Australian beef if prices fall too loafter the eighteen year phase in period.

Conclusion

The Australian government approached the Bush administration confident that it
would secure an equitable and beneficial preferential trade agreemerissfroost
important ally. However, negotiators from the USTR presented their Aastrali
counterparts with a take-it-or-leave it deal that demanded significargehé&m
Australia’s sovereign regulatory legal system. Economically, the mgrgehas thus far
disproportionally favored U.S. exporters, copyright holders and pharmaceutical

corporations. Australia made meager gains in terms of its access to &mmackets;
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however, it failed to secure any access for its sugar industries. Thispr@siaent
negotiating goal on the Australian side when talks began in 2002. Additionally, any
market access gains will most likely disappear as the U.S. continues tateeguire
preferential agreements (such as the FTAs recently finalized with Ca@ndiSouth
Korea).

As discussed in the literature review, declining hegemons pursue an array of
economic and foreign policy goals through the medium of trade. During the Uruguay
Round, the U.S. fought hard to include strong intellectual property and copyright
protections among GATT law. Its efforts resulted in the passage of tiRSTARYreement
at the conclusion of Uruguay, implementing a stringent global regime to {pilzeec
intellectual property of patent and copyright holders. As discussions began surrounding
the launch of the Doha Round in the late 1990s and early 2000s, U.S. negotiators aimed
to make TRIPS even stronger. However, its hegemonic decline over the regimedender
the U.S. no longer capable of overcoming resistance to these policies by developing
countries. Unable to achieve its aims through the multilateral forum, the Ui8dshif
venues and began negotiating bilateral FTAs with significantly smalleogeues,
retaining its asymmetrical bargaining leverage over trade partmergnauring the
spread of new trade norms favoring American economic interests. Whesdaenee
hegemony rendered the U.S. incapable of including new trade norms benefiting
American firms in the Doha agenda, it successfully persuaded a rel@otrdlia to

implement them using the relative power of its economy, military and prestige.
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As Gilpin notes, extracting concessions from subordinates can be considered apart
of the declining hegemon'’s strategy to prevent further economic contratisvaly
mitigating further decline). Interestingly, the Ud¥erseconomic concessions in the two
cases detailed in chapter five. In those cases, promoting U.S. foreign ang getiat
undergirded the administration’s desire to forge trade agreements widp8iagnd
Morocco. As the evidence indicates, no signs of overt economic coercion exist in those
cases. However, the U.S. did successfully persuade both countries to adopt the stronger
intellectual property provisions Australia reluctantly capitulated to inapeement.

The terms, and politics, surrounding the AUSFTA support the assertions derived
from Krasner (1976) and Gilpin’s (1981) understanding of hegemonic stability. $&e ca
fails to lend much support to Kindleberger’'s (1973) assumptions; namely that hegemons
behave benevolently (even during their decline). The Bush administration sought to
weaken multilateral rules regarding sanitary and phytosanitary nesaamud use the FTA
as an opportunity to proliferate more stringent Intellectual Property cagenan
Furthermore, instead of providing an opportunity for Australia to free ride, thetrux
Kindleberger’'s (1973) argument, U.S. negotiators threatened to walk awayafksnif t
Australia did not acquiesce to the asymmetrical terms of the agreemes#. imtleded
denying any access for Australian sugar in American markets and ingteLtivo
decade long phase in period for beef and dairy.

According to Lake, operating within all hierarchical relationships is & loDi
exchange, whereby a subordinate actor agrees to relinquish an extent of its gutoaom

superordinate actor to secure some good. In the case here, Australia subritéahim
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elements of its economic and cultural sovereignty to the U.S. The deal usurps economic
sovereignty from Australia in the areas of intellectual property, governmaurpment,
foreign investment, agriculture and the medicine subsidy scheme. While thelidnstra
were loathe to sacrifice so much to American negotiators, they calcuiatesibmitting

to these demands would afford them closer access to the Oval Office and thievate
standing to a priority country for the President. As such the logic of hierdrchica
exchange extant in this case involves voluntarily relinquishing control over sovereign
domestic regulatory regimes, and accepting asymmetrical termslef imeexchange for
securing closer and more prominent relations with the White House.

However, to Australia’s detriment, it appears they obtained very little by
sacrificing so much. There is no evidence that Australia augmentechidinstas a
priority country to the Bush administration, or that they secured any politicditeene
Indeed, whatever gains they may have expected to accrue certainlyl exipeme Bush
left office and Barack Obama succeeded him. If anything, this caseghitghéi foreign
policy failure on the part of Prime Minister Howard’s government. His Irbgaef that
the affinity shared with the President would translate into an equitable angré&eneent
for Australia appears quite misplaced. Indeed, when it became clear dhwriearty days
of the negotiations that the U.S. would not budge on the agreement, the Prime Minister
began offering rationales for going ahead with the deal anyway. He cattthat
walking away from the deal would seriously offend the U.S., which could entail wider
negative political ramifications (Rimmer, 2006). He also expressed careifuisptthat

in the long run, the agreement would generate benefits to the manufacturinggssand
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investment sectors. Howard was also eager to deepen political ties betsvAestralian

Liberal Party and U.S. Republicans and, again, thought walking away from the agreement
would jeopardize these relations. In the end, however, these appear to be aftér the fac
concessions the Prime Minister articulated to rationalize a bad agreenopmonents in

parliament and the Australian citizenry.
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Chapter 5
ECONOMIC CONCESSIONS FOR SECURITY BENEFITS: FTAS WITH

MOROCCO AND SINGAPORE

The two cases detailed in this chapter examine how the declining hegemon
promotes the geostrategic foreign policies it no longer can coordinate racdtilat
During its hegemony, the dominant state possesses enough leverage to persuade
subordinate regime members to support its broad foreign policy agenda. For instance, the
U.S. used the GATT forum to promote its containment policy and strengthen thenweste
alliance against the Soviet Union. As its power waned, however, subordinate regime
members became less likely to capitulate to supporting its foreign polingagdehis is
because the loss of hegemony renders it less capable to offer rewades|s@ind
exercise threats effectively at the multilateral level. Theegfost as the declining
hegemon shifts from multilateralism to bilateralism to promote its economagso{as
in the AUSFTA), the same occurs to advance its security and geostrafegiaa

However, unlike the AUSFTA, in which the U.S. extracted economic concessions
from Australia, the U.Soffersconcessions in the cases presented here. Using the
enticement of preferential market access, the two cases detail how the Bush
administration wielded FTAs to advance geostrategic policies surroundingShe U

response to the 9/11 attacks and the War on Terror. Both Morocco and Singapore
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emerged as strategic allies in the administration’s war againstiser, and states that
harbor terrorists, as well the theaters in Iraq and Afghanistan. TherepAessent both a
reward, and insurance of continued support, for the administration’s security agenda

As the hierarchy mechanism developed by Lake contends, a logic of exchange
undergirds both of these agreements. In both FTAs, there is an exchange of pakferent
market access in return for supporting specific elements of the Bush adrmaon&rd/ar
on Terror policy. Morocco, who emerged as a crucial Muslim partner in the Middle East
heeded the White House’s call for Middle Eastern countries to adopt political and
economic reforms in line with western norms. The FTA was used as an enticement and
reward for Morocco to take steps in that direction. The FTA with Singaporewsedre
and a mechanism to ensure its commitment in the future, for supporting U.S. security
policy in Asia and contributing military resources for the Iraq and Afghanteeaters of
war.

The purposes of presenting two cases is to detail that while both promote the
U.S.’s security agenda, the exchanges undergirding the hierarchies repuésient
differences. The FTA with Morocco, which ultimately concerns U.S. geogicgiselicy,
demonstrates how dominant states institute normative hierarchies over subsrdinate
Bush administration made a serious link between proliferating westermcglahitid
human rights norms with the promotion of U.S. security interests. Morocco, for its part
had to demonstrate to the Bush administration that it was seriously committéao re
by acquiescing to American calls to increase political participatiawateater press

freedoms and recognize the rights of women. The FTA with Singapore is motb/direc
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representative of a security hierarchy. This is because the FTA iars mkrewarding,
and locking in, Singapore’s staunch support for American geostrategic policgtin Ea

Asia and its military contributions to fighting the wars in Irag and Afghamista

The U.S.-Morocco FTA

As the theoretical framework developed in the literature review suggests,
declining hegemons shift strategies as a result of their diminished gtigbps in
order to continue advancing their economic and security policies. No longer capable of
effectively promoting its policies multilaterally, the adminiswatshifted to bilateral
negotiating environments whereby the U.S. still possessed asymmletraralge to
advance its interests. However, unlike the FTA with Australia, the U.S. niegstia
behaved much more benevolently in its dealings with Morocco in order to promote the
Bush administration’s War on Terror agenda. In comparison, the agreement permits
Morocco significant flexibility and concessions. Morocco also made importarg gai
market access, while retaining what it considered vital protections tdgemnsarkets.
Compared with Australia, the U.S.’s negotiating posture also appears ldss rigi
Moroccan negotiators successfully debated, and won, the exclusion of trades barrie
protecting important elements of its agricultural industry. Australiaddid do the same
concerning its sugar markets. In addition, to help prepare Morocco reach complitnc
the political and economic requirements stipulated in the agreement, Congresealloc
generous funds and aid packages to assist the transition. Though Australia Isgedeve

country and Morocco is not, Australia was offered no aid to assist in its wansitFTA
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compliance. Both the market access provisions and the aid support Gowa’s (1989)
argument that dominant states are more interested in the security éxésrofitrade
agreements than economic gains. Australia, it seems, ended up with a bad deal
economically because the administration calculated it as less sighffican a security
vantage point than other allies; especially Muslim countries in the Middle East

For their part, the Moroccan monarchy worked for years to bring the Kingdom’s
economy in line with neoliberal principles of privatization and liberalizatiaorder to
appear attractive as an FTA candidate. Through its experience seamilagtypes of
preferential access to the EU’s markets, the monarchy engineerechpohitinges
pleasing to the U.S., such as strengthening its human and women'’s rights regimes
Historically, Morocco made similar gestures in order to satisfy Eurogegirements
for aid and trade packages. When the U.S. announced it would promote human rights and
democratization in the region as part of its wider War on Terror afterrﬁbeltdih, the
Moroccan monarchy strategically positioned itself as a tolerant MuBliimwerthy of

preferential access.

Background

In March 2001, Bush nominated Margaret Tutwiler to serve as ambassador to
Morocco. Previously serving under both Presidents Regan and George H. W. Bush,
Tutwiler came to the position after a long career in the State DepartrhenuaS
confirmed by the Senate in July 2001 and two months later, after the Septeffiber 11

attacks, witnessed Morocco’s strategic importance elevate to al @ilicia the region.
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Tutwiler worked hard to maintain Morocco’s level of importance to the adnatiatrin
the months after the attacks. Though FTA negotiations did not officially start until
January 2003, high level diplomatic discussions between both countries emerged shortly
after she took office (White, 2005). Initially, the discussions were plaguedrilicts
emanating from the economic proposals in the agreement and the politicadatboms
of the impending Iraqg invasion. In fact, tensions reached a point that negotiatrens we
moved from Rabat to Geneva (Sparshott, 2003; White, 2005). After these initial setbacks,
an agreement was reached and the FTA came into effect on January 1, 2006.

Prior to the agreement, trade between both countries was trivial. In 2003,
Morocco only conducted 3.6% of its trade with the .8 contrast, during the same
year, 65% of its trade was with EU member states. For the U.S., the amount ofasade w
more miniscule. In 2003, trade with Morocco accounted for only .04% of total U.S. trade
volume (White, 2005). Machinery and transport equipment represent the majority of U.S.
exports to Morocc8? The U.S. exported $523 million in goods to Morocco during 2004,
of this $222 million (43%) represented these sectors. Aircraft salesit@ted® million
and cereals $147 million (White, 2005). Morocco primarily exports mineral fuels, oils
and to a lesser extent electric machinery to the U.S. In 2004, $118 million of itssexport
came from mineral fuels and oils, while $108 million came from electriaghinery and

$79 million from minerals such as salt, sulfur and phosphates. Only $47 million came

8 See www.oc.gov.ma for figures.

84 See U.S. Department of Commerce data, made available at the American Cofambe
Commerce’s website about the FTA, www.moroccousfta.com,.
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from textiles; however a goal of the Moroccan negotiators was to increadgtre
(White, 2005).

Morocco’s decision to pursue FTA negotiations with the U.S. was fundamentally
influenced by economic factors. First, because of its disproportionate reliariee U, t
the monarchy sought to diversify the Kingdom'’s trade relations. Since the 198&4)t
and Morocco have signed an array of economic, trade and aid accords. The most
important is a trade treaty called The Association Agreement negatiat®96 that
entered into force in 2000. However, akin to many EU preferential agreementsehi
entails a slow process of piecemeal liberalization over more than twedve YWhile
initially Morocco expressed optimism regarding the prospects of theragre, a recent
wave of skepticism has taken over. The disappointment includes the use of non-tariff
protections by particular EU countries and stagnant trade growth betwdsodlznd
Morocco. To combat the lackluster initial experience of the AssociatioreAgmet, the
Kingdom has taken steps towards diversifying its trading partners, pyimhl other
Mediterranean countries. In 2001, Morocco joined with Egypt, Jordan and Tunisia to
initiate the Agadir Declaration, which aims to form an FTA in the coming decade
Similar steps have been taken to arouse interest with China, Russia and Turkey (Whit
2005).

Second, Morocco envisioned the FTA as a means to stimulate economic growth.
In addition to securing new markets for its firms, the FTA promised to heightelduhe f
of U.S. foreign investment. In the years leading up to the FTA, Morocco’s lyreag

fairly impressive. In 2001, Morocco’s GDP increased by 6% from the previous year.
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Growth slowed the following year, but returned in 2003 and 2004. Since the FTA has
been in force, GDP has fluctuated, with big gains reported for 2006 and then a 5%
decrease in 2007 and strong output in 2008 and 2009. While Morocco’s growth is
outpacing its North African neighbors, it still lags behind the enormous growtistof ea
Asian countries and is certainly not growing fast enough to ensure full emplbfonés
rapidly expanding population (White, 2005). The FTA was seen as a way to quickly
create new jobs by attracting direct foreign investment.

Third, the neo-liberal policies Morocco embarked upon that made the Kingdom
an attractive FTA partner are highly unpopular among certain sections of Morocc
society. The monarchy calculated that signing the FTA would lock in these domesti
reforms as international commitments that opponents could not reverse. Many of these
reforms seek to improve business regulation, which the monarchy hopes will generat
new foreign investment from the U.S. other countries (Brunel, 2009).

Coinciding with the launch of talks, President Bush announced in 2003 his desire
to forge bilateral FTAs with multiple countries in the region to create an grassing
Middle East Free Trade Agreement (MEFTA) (White House press reMage9 2003).
While the MEFTA never materialized, the Bush administration successfgjbtiated
agreements with Jordan, Morocco, Bahrain and Oman. The motivation behind these
FTAs centered on rewarding countries that embraced Western human rights acal polit
norms, supported American strategic interests in the region and served the Wb8elas m
nations for other Arab countries to emulate (“United States, Canada, Africa,” 2004).

Unlike other FTAs, these agreements have virtually no economic significartbe for
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U.S. (Galal & Lawrence, 2005; Sparshott, March 3, 2004; Brunel, 2009). Though they
are economically important for Middle Eastern partner states, their pugrogs s
fundamental U.S. political intere<ts.

The promotion of a MEFTA was largely tied to the neoconservative ideology that
influenced the foreign policy of Bush'’s first years in office. Neoconsismgtossesses
elements of the democratic peace theory. In particular, the administrautoicies
claimed that promoting democratic institutions produces positive outcomes for U.S.
interests, as democracies tend to forge close and trustworthy relatigfisoipa, Lynn-
Jones & Miller, 1996; Halper & Clarke, 2004). Indeed, Bush characterized the MEFTA
as a way to, “defeat poverty and promote the habits of liberty” (in Sparshott, May 28
2004, Washington Times). FTAs were seen a vehicle to bring strategicallycsigt
countries at risk of Islamic extremism into the mainstream of the globabeny and to
cement alliances with the U.S. Economic liberalization tied to internatioregragnts
such as FTAs were thought to spur the development of political liberalism and usher in
greater democratic practices and transparency. The result of the MEFTA, the
administration argued, would assist in transforming the region away from thiegsac
that encourage militancy and towards those of tolerance and democratization.

Morocco was carefully chosen to become a U.S. FTA partner for a series of

reasons that align with the administration’s broader War on Terror str&iegtythe

8 Brunel classifies the U.S.-Morocco FTA in this way: “The Morocco-U.S. B&langs

in the class of US FTAs motivated primarily for foreign policy objectivestddco
represents for the United States a reliable partner in a region chaegttsy instability.
The United States believed the FTA would help strengthen the process of [pmtitica
economic reform in Morocco and the whole Middle East North Africa (MENA) region”
(2009, p. 17).
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agreement with Morocco is only the second with an Arab nation and third with a Middle
Eastern country (the first was with Israel and the second with Jordan).drkethé
agreement with Morocco was considered a vital step in the administration’s pbagdo f
the MEFTA. After the announcement by both nations to begin negotiations, USTR
Robert Zoellick said: “Our agreement with Morocco is not just a single announgeme
but a vital step in creating a mosaic of U.S. free trade agreements aerblisdle East
and North Africa” (in Sparshott, Marcl?2004). Second, and perhaps most compelling,
the FTA was a signal to other states in the region that the U.S. rewards thoseiegn
the human rights and democratization reforms it has publically advocated 1(B2be;
Sparshott, 2003; “Moroccan PM, U.S. Envoy,” 2004). After the agreement was fihalize
Zoellieck told the media that this FTA sends a powerful signal to the Muslind it
the Bush administration actively supports states making strides to becorantfole
moderate and modern Arab societies. In this way, the administration antdipaite
other Muslim countries would see the benefit of acquiescing to U.S. policygedsr
for the region. In the run up to the negotiations, Undersecretary of State foraPolitic
Affairs Marc Grossman praised Morocco’s reforms in the areas of féemilythe release
of political prisoners and the establishment of a commission on justice and rietioncil
(“Morocco; State’s Grossman,” 2004).

FTA talks with Morocco’s North African neighbor Tunisia failed largely in part
because of its shortcomings in achieving political reform. While on tour of NoriteAfr
during his tenure as Secretary of States, Colin Powell paid tribute to Turesidés$ for

making strides in the areas of healthcare, literacy and recognition of wonggtss
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However, he also admonished the president’s smothering of opposition parties, dubious
elections and lack of press freedoms (Marquis, 2003).

Third, Morocco was selected because of its unwavering support for the U.S. after
the September Mattacks. The two nations have a long history of close diplomatic
relations. In fact, Morocco was the first country to recognize the indepenotketiee
U.S. after the revolutionary war against Britain in 1777. Morocco has been anantport
ally supporting U.S. military operations in the War On Terror. Indeed, Zoedioarked
that Morocco is a, “strategic ally for a long time” (“Moroccan Primaister,” 2004).

For their part, Morocco was pleased to serve as a model, or signal, to the rest of
the region that political reform paid off in American support, especially markesa via
preferential trade agreements. In a press release, the Moroccegn Adfairs Minister
stated that Morocco is: “officially viewed as a reference for other kédogim countries in
matters of economic reforms, and a locomotive for market economy and democratic
reforms in the Arab world” (“Free Trade Agreements with EU”, 2003). Indeed, the
country’s leadership seems proud to transmit U.S. signaling in the region, as such
behavior recognizes the close ties between the two countries, and solidifigdrtheak
FTA.

The Bush administration’s strategy for changing the political cultutieeof
Middle East revolved around incentives, including FTAs and aid packages. Instead of
using the threat of force, sanctions or other political disincentives, the Bush
administration merely signaled its policy wishes through public pronouncements

broadcasted through the media and diplomatic channels. Middle Eastern courttries tha
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signaled back intentions to pursue reform were welcomed by the administration and
given aid to assist their efforts. Financial and technical aid caméyldngeugh the State
Department, USAID and grants from Congress. In 2000, USAID awarded Morocco $4.6
million to support continued efforts to enhance, “just and democratic governance”
(Brunel, 2009, p. 19). The Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI) still pldgsa
role supporting efforts to regularize free and fair elections, empoamiew in Arab-
Muslim societies, enhance the rule of law and make shifts towards economiaesrefor
line with Western free trade norms (“US Initiates Programme,” 2003; dbbar, State’s
Grossman,” 2004; Brunel, 2009). This strategy is indicative of the type of hegemonic
persuasion discussed in the literature on soft power (Nye, 2004). In these instances
hegemons achieve policy outcomes not by imposing their will with coercion; but rathe
by rewarding followers. In a speech given while visiting the region, Uncletsey of
State for Political Affairs Marc Grossman clearly affirmed thategy. He said, “I want
to be clear here...that the United States of America cannot and will not impmse re
from the outside. The instructions we have from our President are to support those who
are pursuing reform and we recognize that reform will take manyehfféorms”
(“Morocco; State’s Grossman,” 2004).

This is not to say that the public pronouncements by administration officials were
without great rhetoric, or lacked a compelling tone. A series of op-edsnitted STR
Zoellick during the summer of 2004 reiterates the us-against-them position the

administration presented to world leaders in support of the global War Against. Te
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For instance, in the New York Times, Zoellick made this characterizationesitre
changes in the Middle East:
In Morocco, Jordan, Bahrain [U.S. FTA partners] and elsewhere, young
leaders are struggling for the soul of Islam. It is a battle of leadeo
embrace tolerance against extremists who thrive on hatred. It is atconflic
of economic reformers against those who fear modernization because it
threatens their power to intimidate. And it is a contest of those who
welcome closer ties with the West against those who see us as an enemy
(2004).
In this way, the USTR delineated between those embracing modernity and thode locke
in an antiguated, medieval mindset. Middle Eastern states embracing moadesnity
described as reforming in the requisite areas of democratization, zatiat, and
recognition of the rights of women and a free press. States rejecting niypdeeni
portrayed as totalitarian, theocratic, non-modern, with planned economies egabk |
institutions and are susceptible to Islamic extremism. Accordingly, U/&s WEre
rewards for countries that chose to actively enter into the internationalysociet
promulgated by the West. Doing so differentiated them from other Muslim, Axtds st
which, as Zoellick characterizes, remained outside of modernity.

As the dominant state, the U.S. organized a strategy of rewarding sabyegic
important Middle East countries with FTAs. However, to legitimate setethiese states
as FTA partners required demonstrating that these societies were nuovangs
embracing the political and economic institutions practiced in the West. Thievaex
sections describe the economic and political reforms engineered by the 8orocc

monarchy, beginning in the 1980s. These reforms were strategically deplotyed by

crown to appease EU, and later U.S., foreign policy objectives of spreading Western
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human rights norms and strengthening political liberalism. The crown, in a top down
reform process, instituted changes in accordance with these objectivesréo sec
preferential aid and trade agreements. First, the crown employed this tétticernEU

in the 1980s and 1990s. It did the same to lock in preferential agreements after 9/11

promulgated the U.S. to advocated for the same types of changes in the Middle East.

Morocco’s History of Reform, 1956-1999

In 1956, Morocco emerged from French colonial rule as an independent country.
The political system established by King Mohammed V entailed direct mooairchie
with a strong centralized government. Political parties were allowextrtg however,
the monarchy prevented them from accruing any significant power. Desitenited
influence, their presence was unique as other Arab countries at the time lteanned t
formation outright (Ottaway & Riley, 2006). The King’s successor, Hass&wok
power in 1961 and the political system remained virtually unchanged until tize earl
1990s. The only changes that occurred involved further consolidations of power by the
monarchy. The 1962 constitution affirmed the King’s power to dismiss and nominate
Prime Ministers and cabinet members without accounting for election rests. T
constitution also protects the monarch’s power to dissolve parliament at hasiaviilile
with unlimited authority during declared emergencies. Political pamiesntied to exist
under Hassan'’s rule; however, they remained ineffective as the King Sudlggdayed
them against one another and co-opted party leaders. The late 1960s and 1970s presented

great hurdles for the monarchy, including a coup d’état attempt. The respooised
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severe human rights abuses, as political opponents were abducted and disappeared.
Thousands of others were imprisoned and many tortured (2006).

During the 1980s, the King began reforming Morocco’s economic structure to
align with the tenets of neoliberal thinking promoted by Western economists and the
International Monetary Fund (IMF). He began reducing government deficits and
initiating economic liberalization in order to stabilize Morocco’s economy. el aferts
were pursued because of the King’s belief that prosperity hinged upon ectess
global markets dominated by the West.

The end of the Cold War presented a new international context and the West
began redirecting foreign policy towards encouraging democratic reforwedaine
long reining and aging monarch became especially sensitive to exterssiig to
initiate domestic reform (Ottaway & Riley, 2006). In fact, democasibn promotion
became a stated aim integral to the EU’s foreign and security policy §Hia@002). EU
leaders encouraged Morocco to pursue political and economic liberalizatioratnirayv
steps taken towards meeting human rights and liberalization standards. For jrisg&ance
European Parliament denied Morocco an aid package in 1992 because of its human rights
record. This compelled the crown to implement human rights laws and divest power to
parliament and civil society. These reform permitted closer ties with Ewanag awarded
Morocco a series of bilateral investment measures and trade agreemaerds.lited
restrictions on its firm to invest in the kingdom in 1993 and Morocco became an original

signatory to the newly created World Trade Organization two yearsTateifollowing
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year, the trade relationship was strengthened through the Morocco-EUakissoci
Agreement, taking effect in 2000.

King Hassan Il initiated reforms in the areas of human rights, empowering
parliament, generating more opportunities for political parties and refgreomuption
(Ottaway & Riley, 2006). In the mid to late 1990s, the King created both a Minoistry
Human Rights and a human rights council, the Couseil Consultatif des Driots de ‘Homme
(CCDH). A limited number of political prisoners were released and refarene made to
laws restricting public demonstrations and preventive detention. He alsalratifie
international human rights conventions and established a committee to investigate the
forced disappearances that occurred earlier during his reign. He transformed the
parliament from a unicameral body, in which only two-thirds of its members were
directly elected (the King selected the rest), to a bicameral one whbeelower house
became directly elected by universal suffrage. His biggest reforra icat®97 during a
period known as thalternance After the parliamentary elections, the King asked long
time regime opponent and exiled leader of the leftist party to form a new gardrnm
Traditionally, the King brushed aside electoral outcomes and instructpdlttue parties
to lead. This was the first time in Morocco’s history the Prime Ministeriwksd to the
election results. The King also permitted civil society groups to begin speakiog
corruption. The results were negligible; however, the move ended an longstanding taboo
and created a new space for discussions about women'’s rights and past human rights

abuses (Ottaway & Riley, 2006).
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Second Era of Reform, 1999-Present

Upon the death of King Hassan Il in 1999, his son Mohammed VI became
monarch. His legacy thus far centers on extending the recognition of human rights
initiated by his father. After assuming the throne, Mohammed released aigmoiieamt
number of political prisoners, strengthened the CCDH and took steps to align Moroccan
law with international human rights norms and conventions (such as amending the penal
code to eliminate torture). Most significantly, Mohammed acknowledged thhisole
father's government played in the forced disappearances and other human rigéds abus
To recognize cases of past abuse and compensate victims, he formed the Independent
Arbitration Panel and later established the Instance Equite et Recomti(i&R), which
aimed toward establishing the first attempt at a truth and reconciliatioesgrocthe
Middle East.

The most controversial of Mohammed'’s reforms is the replacement of the Sharia
based family lawsnoudawanawith a new set of codes governing women'’s rights
regarding marriage, divorce, custody and property. The new codes radica#ig shif
Morocco’s family law regime from one of the most conservative to the mosessige
in the Arab world (Salime, 2009). Theoudawanaor code of Personal Status, was
introduced in 1957, one year after Morocco’s independence. The codes were based on the
idea of a male headed household whereby men held unilateral rights to repudiation and

polygamy, while codifying women as subject to their husbands and fathers. Women
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required a male guardian to consent before they could enter into marriage and provided
no rights to women regarding their children or their father’s legacy. Indeedpaed
woman had no right to manage her child’s inheritance. It was supervised by a judge until
the child reached puberty. If divorced, a women'’s right to see her children depended upon
her living in the same city as the father and remaining unmarried. Employonent f
women was also conditioned upon approval by her husband.

King Hassan Il took steps to reform tm®udawanan 1993; however
Mohammed VI enacted the most sweeping changes a decade later. The nevotaws, al
with the King himself, raised the ire of many traditional and fundamentalistirivkist
Morocco and across the region. Fierce opposition culminated with a massive
demonstration in Casablanca. The new laws raise the marriage age fremtbfte
eighteen and grant women the right to file for divorce and to enter into marithgetw
a male guardian. They recognize equal rights between both husbands and wives,
replacing a wife’s duty of obedience with the concept of joint responsibiligudh they
do not outlaw polygamy, the new codes places greater restrictions on the @nadtice
expand the rights of wives in polygamous marriages. These changes put Morocco well

ahead of most other Arab countries in the region regarding women'’s rights.

Normative Reform for Strategic Purposes
While the reforms the Moroccan monarchy instituted entail significant cekange
for the lives of women, expand some political freedoms and bolster civil sociaty, the

need to be examined in the context of the state’s strategic efforts to gass &wc
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Western markets and aid. To be sure, Morocco now stands apart from the rest obthe Ara
world regarding its recognition of women'’s rights. However, any real shiitartls

deeper democractization and transitions of power to political parties, partianccivil

society are virtually nonexistent. The political reforms initiatedKlmg Hassan Il during

the mid to late 1990s derived from pressure by the EU. As mentioned earlier, aid
packages and trade status relations hinged upon embracing Western standards. While his
son, King Mohammed VI, came into power forcefully calling for much greatemns in

the areas of human rights and democratization, he has in fact perpetuated the same
strategic thinking as his father.

The areas in which Mohammed VI made the most strident reforms reflect those
outlined by the Bush administration after the SeptembBaitthacks. The administration
called for Arab countries to embrace allegiance to the U.S. and instituestioneforms
congruent with Western human rights norms. In particular, an emphasis was placed on
women’s and human rights, freedom of the press and deepening democratic pritesses
was in this context that the Kingdom adopted important legislation in these fosy area
moving in the directions indicated in the U.S. comments” (Aloui, 2009, p. 64). Morocco
took quite seriously the Bush administration’s call for significant movementse the
areas. However, while Morocco successfully signaled its status as a ta@tetdolerant
Muslim country through these reforms, the process actually tightened phaf gne King
on the political system. Closer inspection indicates that thesebsgnificant victories

for the voices of civil society, nor real advancements towards politicahliber.
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Though King Hassan Il began his human rights campaign by releasing political
prisoners and forming a committee to explore forced disappearances, thousamnsdrema
in jail and he never took responsibility for the disappearances executed by his
government. The constitutional changes creating a bicameral parliaacketiteneffect of
cementing his control over the legislature. Even though the lower house is elected b
direct vote, the upper house is selected by palace councils and professional aoganizat
backed by the King. The changes to the 1996 constitution grant the monarchy the power
to veto parliamentary approved legislation, add amendments without revision and
introduce news laws without consideration of legislators. In fact, the esfimenist
period, thealternance was a political move engineered by the king in order to
consolidate his power in the face of external pressure to reform.
Thealternancewas engineered by the king, who decided that it was a
good idea to take such a step; it was not imposed on him by an
overwhelming electoral victory of the Kutla parties, which had won only
102 of 325 parliamentary seats. As a result, the Youssoufi government
[the opposition Prime Minister] had little power, leaving the king once
again the arbiter of Moroccan politics... The King maintained control over
major policy issues, for example, imposing the neoliberal economic
policies prescribed by the IMF and the World Bank on the left leaning
USFP [opposition party]. In other words, by engineeringatternance
King Hassan succeeded in co-opting the two main opposition parties of
long standing without being forced to give up any power or change
policies (Ottaway & Riley, 2006, p. 166).

The opening he sanctioned for civil society groups to investigate and caticattt®

corruption also had little to do with popular sentiment or electoral mandates. Inssead, hi

empowerment of these groups derived from a World Bank report singling out corruption

as the most significant impediment to foreign direct investment. The impactrefpibies

and investigations presented to the parliament were negligible and produeeathétibe,
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except presenting to the international community that Morocco took corruption gerious
and intended to take action.

His son, King Mohammed VI, came into power promising to tredern
monarch, even signaling intentions to increase democratic practices ingderki.

However, in practice his record largely reflects the same strategiwaapiowards

reform pursued by his father. Most strikingly, all the reforms he institueetbprdown
initiatives of the monarchy; not real responses to civil society or elepmcs.

Indeed, some of the reforms praised by U.S. officials as true indicatorsdhatdd
embraces Western standards are lackluster upon closer inspection. For irfstance, t
Independent Arbitration Panel established to compensate and record humarbtigbss a
by the state was disbanded in 2003 after only making payments to 4,000 victims and
providing no reconciliation. The Instance Equite et Reconciliation (IER) was supposed t
remedy these shortcomings; however, it failed to generate any sightBstimonies

from security forces, failing to provide thaith aspect of the truth and reconciliation
process. Furthermore, its mandate only extended to 1999, leaving abuses conducted in
Morocco under the auspices of the War on Terror outside its scope. (Ottaway& Rile
2006).

Arab scholars argue that the family law reforms were a direct resptise t
pressures of the War on Terror (Salime, 2003). After the 2003 Casablanca bombing, the
crown sought to affirm its image as a moderate Muslim nation safe for itnbeiala
investment and committed to eradicating militant Islamists. Saligs Sa.increased

world attention on Morocco [because of the bombing] shifted the balance in favor of
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reforming women'’s status in family law...it was in fact through the reforfarafly law

that the Moroccan monarchy truly recovered its image as a modern and ‘moderate’
regime” (2003, p. 164). The monarchy perceived that sweeping reform in the area of
women’s rights would affirm the kingdom’s commitment as a partner in the fygimst
Islamic extremism. Unfortunately, since it was political considmmatby the crown and

not the advocacy of those supporting women'’s rights, women have yet to make real and
significant gains. Feminists loathe to call the reforms victories far th@vement for this
reason. Indeed, there has been a gap between the state’s recognition of a wghtea’s
ask for a divorce and the practical measures that make it possible (Oft&iiay,

2006).

Civil society, within Morocco and abroad, rally that these reforms do not raflect
genuine interest to become a more open and democratic society that emlesizes W
human rights norms and values. Instead, the monarchy responded to the politics of the
War on Terror and its discourse of modernization, democracy and reform in the Middle
East. Their reward for doing so culminated with the FTA. Tellingly, the ref¢acked
strong public support and women'’s rights advocates loathe to consider them any sort of
victory (Salime, 2003). Though pleased by the rights extended to women, they know it

was not popular sentiment that brought change.

Economic Outcomes

Morocco’s economic performance since ratifying the FTA has been mixed.

Exporters have not fared extremely well in the last few years; thougjhotbe recession
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is certainly a contributing factor. The recession’s effects on Europe, bosamain
export market, have not only depressed exports; but also stymied the flow oftandst
remittances, two primary sources of foreign currency. Moroccan consumers,athehe
hand, seem to have made some gains because of a new flow of cheap American imports
resulting from the FTA. In addition to the worldwide recession, Morocco’s exports have
dropped sharply since 2008 because of the decline in global phosphates prices,
representing the bulk of Morocco’s exports by value. The losses in exporting have bee
offset by a record agricultural harvest, robust government spending and iad¢nease
domestic consumption. In fact, despite a slump in exports, Morocco’s GDP grew an
impressive 5.1% in 2009 (CIA, 2010).

While the growth in GDP is a positive indication that the country is moving in the
right direction, Morocco still faces serious structural challenges i twdally exploit
the FTA and lift the majority of its citizens out of poverty. To combat its higildef
unemployment and underemployment, the government must accelerate amd sustai
growth. In the long run, this demands serious improvements to education and creating a
large number of jobs for Morocco’s youth population. At a societal level, the monarchy
also needs to combat the disparity in wealth between rich and poor. Many of these
problems can be mitigated by expanding and diversifying its exports beyond phosphates
and low-value added products. (CIA, 2010).

Assessing the actual terms and performance of the FTA similadglseemixed
results. To be sure, Morocco achieved favorable gains in particular arenas. Though, as

discussed below, it does not possess the necessary institutions and infrastrdicliyre t
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exploit many of those gains. Upon implementation, the FTA renders 95% of all consumer
and industrial products between both countries duty free. The remaining tallifie wi
phased out over the next nine years. In comparison, the agreement is considezsd the b
market access package of any U.S. FTA with a developing country (White, 2005). That
said, some clarification is warranted. U.S. markets are alreadydaieh and liberalized
in comparison with other countries. On average, the U.S. applies a tariff rate of
approximately 4% on imports. Conversely, Morocco applies an average tariff of 20% the
cost of a commodity. Thus, total elimination of U.S. tariffs is not an enormous &acrifi
Tariffs are the mechanism through which Morocco attempts to protect its domesti
industries. The U.S., on the other hand, protects its manufacturing and agricuttioral se
with subsidies, export promotion aid and other non-tariff barriers, including stringent
consumer protection and sanitary regulations for imports. White (2005) quips, “One
might even argue that well negotiated FTA agreements are also ways imtdid.S.
government supports its constituents’ economic interests” (2005, p. 604). Thus, even
FTAs that appear favorable to partner states do not represent significaomec
sacrifices to the U.S. To be clear, achieving preferential access tocAmerarkets is
certainly a big win for FTA partners; however, it does not entail serious ecorntoamc S
to American producers.

In addition to market access, Morocco achieved comparatively favorableaderms
trade by securing the continuation of important safeguards covering itisveenwbeat
and cereals markets. Bargaining over agriculture represented the mosticoataspect

of the negotiations. Morocco’s agricultural sector employs over half the paoulatih
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approximately 75% working in cereal and wheat production. In fact, 75% of all
agricultural land grows these commodities. Protecting these industaiestagiports of
low cost, high quality American grain constituted the core of Morocco’s naggtiat
goals. In the end, Moroccan negotiators successfully maintained its tatétfoons
against cereal imports from the U.S.

Morocco also won protections against American beef and poultry exports, which
will gain access over a phased in period as well. Sheep, lamb and goat prodlucts wi
continue to be barred from exportation to Morocco. However, the U.S. does gain
immediate barrier free access for pistachios, pecans, pizza cheeseakf@sboereals.
Duty free access will also eventually apply to American exports of cornaand ¢
products, sorghum, soybeans, and soybean meal (White, 2005). Another big win for
Morocco is in the area of textiles. Moroccan exporters now enjoy 100% access to the
U.S.’s textile sector (Benabderrazik, 2009). As White (2005) attests, “Thiresreely
generous to Morocco, since the agreement waives stringent rules or origiandw
allows the use of imported yarn and fabric into Morocco for three years, until détsoc
input sector can be upgraded” (2005, p. 605). The FTA even accords Morocco
protections to its audiovisual market against American film imports. Desp#e tjaéns,
however, the FTA does not require any restructuring of the highly cetidkmerican
agricultural subsidy scheme. This is a sore point for many Moroccan faffwiite,

2005).

86 As it is for most farmers outside the U.S. and the EU.
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Business and policy leaders in both countries had high expectations that the FTA
would produce mutually satisfying economic outcomes. However, a review of the FTA’s
performance in 2009 by DeRosa (2009) suggests the FTA has failed to achievenimporta
expectations. As stated earlier, the agreement opens Morocco’s import atwehémies
markets to the U.S. Yet, American markets were already open to Moroccats expbr
investments.

Thus, among the primary benefits of the Morocco-U.S. FTA are expanded
U.S. exports to Morocco at lower cost than before the agreement — a clear
boon to U.S. exporters and Moroccan consumers, and probably to many
Moroccan businesses and local producers as well; the benefits of the FTA
have so far been less evident to Moroccan exporters (2009, p. 53).
DeRosa (2009) suggests these unmet expectations derive from Morocco’s lack of
economic institutional development. He claims that Morocco’s economic policies and
institutions are not sufficiently outward oriented to take full advantage of the FTA.
Despite economic reforms to encourage momentum in the private sector, the economy
still features a robust system of public enterprises and state run furnttse- entrenched
labor coalitions dominate the workforce. Labor laws make workers, once hired, costly
and limit employment mobility across sectors of the economy. “High levels @it
for inefficient domestic industries coupled with layers of corruption in government
circles and even in the judiciary have compounded the economy’s inefficiencies”
(DeRosa, 2009, p. 50). Until these institutions become more transparent and efficient, the
Kingdom will fail to achieve its potential in the areas of trade and remaitractate to

American foreign investment. Unfortunately, the FTAs lackluster sucessling the

rapid growth necessary to absorb Morocco’s expanding workforce. Morocco’s gains are
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also lessened by the financial and bureaucratic burden of reform to be in complihnce w
the agreement. Akin to other FTAs, the government must allocate significantaes
towards developing new intellectual property policies and restructure iti@ha

services sector to allow greater competition (Benabderrazik, 2009).

The assessment is not completely pessimistic, however. Morocco’s primary
exports to the United States represent ores and metals (41 percent), thengearaini
manufactures (32 percent) and to a lesser extent, agriculture (15 percent) au(tBfuel
percent). While economic advisors worry about the concentration of Morocco’s exports
in extractive natural resources and urge diversification (World Bank, 2006), ®eRos
(2009) suggests that the FTA could boost exports to third countries if American
investment becomes successfully attracted. This could especially work ihtzeStment
encourages manufacturing targeted to European markets.

Despite any unmet expectations stemming from exports and investment, the FTA
accords Morocco generous aid packages to assist transitioning its economy; (Brune
2009). According to Malka and Alternam (2006) aid comes primarily from three spurces
USAID, MEPI, & the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC). USAID formuthte
plan to help Morocco implement the reforms necessary for FTA complianceulsirig
on three core objectives: increased opportunities for trade and investment;cedaidlti
training for employment; and increased government responsiveness to citaeasdg
that end, USAID’s financing to Morocco hit a high of $26.7 million in 2008. The MCC
announced in 2007 its intention to give Morocco $700 million over a five year period. Its

goals seek to finance programs aimed to reduce poverty and stimulate ecgroontic
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by increasing productivity and employment in high potential sectors, sualitas fr
cultivation, fishing, and craft§. The textile market also received a 2.6$ million aid
package under the Moroccan Fast Track Trade Project (MFFT), anotheiviitiat
stemming from USAID. This program aims to assist small and medium fieresaise
exports to the U.S. (White, 2005). This level of U.S. aid demonstrates the importance the
administration placed upon Morocco as a strategic partner in the Middle Easirdsor s
Mexico did not receive an enhanced foreign aid package to assist implementingaomest
changes to accord with NAFTA requirements.

In addition to its enhanced aid packages, Morocco increased its standing with the
U.S. in June 2004 by becoming designated as a nhon-NATO ally. This designation makes
Morocco eligible to participate in defense research and development programty, priori
delivery of defense materials and also makes Morocco a beneficiary of LhS. loa
guarantees to purchase military equipment. Morocco has been elevated as adtag play
the Pentagon’s efforts to train African countries to fight terrorism ane ax&remism.
This program allocates $500 million over seven years to nine African countyssn(T

2005).

Conclusion
This case demonstrates how declining hegemons coordinate trade agréements
advance important geostrategic policy goals. In particular, this cagseaps an instance

whereby the dominant state offers economic concessions to a subordinate for exgpuiesc

87 See www.mcc.gov.
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and adopting the political and economic institutions practiced in the dominant state. As
shown here, promoting compliance to its political and economic norms were tightly
linked to the U.S.’s conception of furthering its security interests. As suchati@s ¢
suggests that a normative dimension of hierarchy operates in the strategjiations of
declining hegemons. Unlike the coercion operating in the Australia case, tteg\stra
relies on U.S. capabilities to persuade and reward subordinates to engégennTie
administration broadly articulated the reforms it desired Middle Eastemtrees to

adopt. Countries that took steps towards those changes were rewarded with ecodomic a
political aid; sometimes a full-fledged FTA. Indeed, we can categaliiziee Bush FTAs
with Middle Eastern countries as emblematic of this normative dimension afchigra

In line with Lake’s characterization, the Morocco case reveals an exxbéng

sovereignty by a subordinate state for a good provided by a superordinate. Morocco
exchanged normative compliance with U.S. policies for preferential accessetaccAm
markets. The crown imposed human rights laws, signed international human rights
treaties and granted greater press freedoms to attract pretezeatiamic treatment. In
doing so, the monarchy relinquished Morocco’s culturally entrenched Sharia based law
governing family relations for a standard acceptable by Western humannagits.

The case also reveals how subordinates respond to the declining hegemon’s
strategy. Morocco, aware that the U.S. was interested in forging closerthiediddle
Eastern countries through FTAs, followed the requisite steps to secure ameaigf.e
However, as the case shows, these reforms are largely misleading,catamtglements

of civil society were missing from the process. Further, though the Kingliesthe
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Moroccan political system as an Executive Constitutional Monarchy, his powenas i
way curtailed by the constitutional changes he enacted. The reforms inab®fare
human and women’s rights, press freedoms and recognition of past abuses emanated
directly from the King himself in a top-down process; not because of a robmehojti
demanding and winning change. Instead, these reforms serve as signalefrom
monarchy to the West that Morocco is a tolerant and modern Arab country deserving the
privileges of membership shared among international society, parycnéate access to
America’s vast markets. On the ground, however, real democratic processes and
pluralism continue to be stifled.

Instead, Morocco exploited an opportunity made possible by new U.S. foreign
policy goals after 9/11. The crown implemented the same political and econtomese
the Bush administration asked Arab and Muslim countries to adopt. It did so knowing
that compliance entails rewards. This aligns with Lake’s assumption ¢natdfiical
relationships are voluntarily initiated. The subordinate actor acquiescesdécaus
calculates the relationship will produce benefits. For Morocco, these benetfiide
diversifying its trade partners and the opportunity to attract investmerdentorraise
living standards.

The case also raises another interesting facet of U.S. FTAs negjotatee Bush
administration. Most of the states the administration selected to pursue RhAseav
developing countries. As Morocco’s experience highlights, the economic camsets
U.S. offers in preferential agreements may fail to be fully exploitedibly partners.

This is because developing countries often do not possess the infrastructure to both
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export at a high capacity, and coordinate foreign direct investment from ¢ameri
investors. So long as the development of infrastructure in developing country partners
keeps them from underperforming the levels allotted by the terms of thenagteéhe
impact on the American economy will remain minimal at best.
The U.S.-Singapore FTA

The FTA with Singapore demonstrates how a declining hegemon maintains vital
security commitments with subordinates after its effectiveness vaaties multilateral
level. During hegemony, the U.S. garnered support for its security agenda thsough i
asymmetrical position within the regime. Regime members submitted to Uerignfor
policy and security dictates as a consequence of benefiting from the trede sys
coordinated by the U.S. As stated before, the trade regime was fundamental.®.the U
strategy of maintaining cohesion and prosperity among its allies. As U.S. hegemony
waned over the regime, so too did its ability to influence the behavior of subordinate
members. According to the hegemonic stability framework, declining hegemumts m
reorient their strategies to continue projecting influence in internatioriatpol his
FTA suggests declining hegemons entice allies with preferential nesrges$s to reward
and ensure continued unwavering political and military support of their geogtrateg
agenda.

FTAs were used as an enticement by the Bush administration for Micstkrca
states to make normative changes to their political systems. Instsagsed here as a
reward for Singapore’s long standing allegiance to U.S. security poligesudh, the

hierarchical element operating in this case is distinct from the Morocsanloahe
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Moroccan case, the preferential access gained through the FTAnsiota the
exchange constituting the hierarchy. Instead, in this case the hierardyirefe

security relationship extant between Singapore and the U.S., whereby Singagese abi
as an unquestioning junior ally acquiescing to U.S. geostrategic prerogativés.jart,
the U.S. acts as guarantor of Singapore’s security. The FTA is a symbatatanahf

both countries’ commitment to carrying forward their obligations inherent in the
relationship into the future.

The foundation of the U.S. - Singapore relationship is based on security. Since its
independence, Singapore has treated survival as its most paramount and constant
domestic and foreign policy concern. Much of this emanates from its small aizes, &t
a global free trade entrep6t and an anti-Chinese sentiment shared by itmmediate
neighbors. Singapore shares the Strait of Malacca as a border with Indohéesha, w
represents the world’s largest Muslim population. Since the late 1990s, it has also had t
contend with an emerging threat of Islamic terrorism in the region. Its wabihigr to a
terrorist attack increased after 9/11 because of its long standingadedo U.S. foreign
and security policies. For the U.S., Singapore’s strategic location in Soutlsgast A
permits it to project power in Asia and the Middle East. As a long time ally, [Binga
also allows the U.S. military to occupy its naval and army bases. Poiti8algapore is
one of the only countries in Asia that openly welcomes U.S. intervention in the region. It
backs U.S. positions regarding the balance of power across Asia and was one df the firs

country’s to openly support the U.S. plan to invade Iraqg.
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Singapore is a city state in Southeast Asia situated across the Straiaotda
from Indonesia on the southern tip of Malaysia. Its population is approximatelyatitee
a half million and it is roughly three and a half times the size of WashingtonmBeC.
U.S.-Singapore FTA represents the first of its kind between the U.S. and an Agan na
and the first President Bush signed in offigéer two years of negotiations, the
agreement was finalized in January 2003 and entered into force the followinBgtar.
countries essentially allowed free trade prior to the agreement. dfregrfe goals of the
FTA revolved around increasing access for American service providers, lséneingt
Singapore’s business environment through stricter intellectual property fmoseetnd
assuring Singapore of the U.S.’s commitment to Singapore’s security n the. (Elge
agreement immediately makes all U.S. goods entering Singaporertifi.ike other
FTAs, goods entering the U.S. will be phased in according to a tariff schedulermver t
years. The agreement grants U.S. service providers and investors thecsdamentr from
the government as their Singaporean counterparts.

Singapore is the U.S.’s largest trading partner in Southeast Asia. Major U.S.
exports include machinery, electrical machinery, aircraft, optical anlcaie
instruments, plastics, and mineral fuel oil (Nanto, 2008). As a free trade hub and entrepo6t
Singapore is a longtime supporter of trade liberalization. In fact, 99% of all gotzis e
the country duty free. Import tariffs are only levied on certain beer and alcoholic
beverages. To discourage consumption and promote health and environmental protection,
the city state also applies high excise taxes on tobacco, motor vehicles #led dftits

and wine (Singapore, of course, also bans chewing gum). Since the U.S. has low trade

180



barriers as well, the only areas potentially affected by the Fé @arernment protected
industries, such as textiles and apparel (Singapore is not an agricultural exposter

poses no threat to American farm industries).

Singapore’s Strategic Importance to the U.S.

Though there is no official formal alliance, the relationship with Singapore is the
closest in political, diplomatic, commercial and military terms thaeAca has with any
country in Southeast Asia (Smith, 2005). “A point of continuity in the relationship,
spanning the Cold War and post Cold War era, is Singapore’s stated desire to keep the
United States engaged in the Asia-Pacific region” (Smith, 2005, p. 2). In 1990, arsid fe
of U.S. downsizing in Southeast Asia, and its uncertain future in the Philippines,
Singapore signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), giving U.S. forces taccess
its naval and air facilities. After the bases in the Philippines closed, thedkesl @and
was rejected by all the ASEAN countries for similar military ageanents (Pang, 2007).

In 1992, when the decision to leave the Philippines was finally reached, the U.S. Navy
relocated the Commander, Logistics Group, and Western Pacific (COMLOG
WESTPAC) to Singapore. COMLOG WESTPAC supports the seventh fleet,
coordinating U.S. naval exercises across Southeastern Asia, including one hurmred shi
visits a year to Singapore (Smith, 2005). In 1998, Singapore gave the U.S. Nas/tacce

its deep water pier at Changi Naval Base, allowing the Navy to bring iafacarriers
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(Smith, 2005). After 9/11, Singapore was one of only two Southeast Asian countries to
support the U.S. led invasion of Iraq. This support permitted U.S. armed forces to transit
through Singapore on their way to Iraq and Afghanistan. Singapore has also cahtribute
to the war in Iraq by training police and loaning transport aircrafts (S2005). To

bolster U.S. domestic security needs, Singapore signed an agreement in 2003 with the
U.S. Customs Service known as the Container Security Initiative (CSl). Thesvagre

allows U.S. customs agents to pre-inspect shipments destined for American soil.

The U.S.’s access to Southeast Asia is crucial for implementing itsrioreig
economic and security policies in the whole of Asia and the Middle East. Since
September 1, the U.S. has prioritized a strategic re-engagement with Southeast Asia as
part of its global war on terror, and to promote its interests in the regional éalanc
power, including challenging ascending Chinese hegemony (Acharya, 2004; Pang, 2007).
U.S. attempts to assert influence in the post SeptemBeslibiate include dramatically
increasing military engagement and security assistance toistébesregion. Assistance
ranges from logistic and military operations support in the Philippines to seeking
cooperation with Indonesia and Malaysia (Acharya, 2004). For instance, in January 2003,
600 U.S. troops entered the Philippines to assist with what was dubbed a hostage rescue
and counterinsurgency operation. The U.S. and Malaysia have also made strides towards
establishing a counter terrorism center (Acharya, 2004).

As the U.S. has increased its military presence in the region, so has tlee spect
anti-Americanism. While most states in the region condemned the Septeffiber 11

attacks, this did not translate into support for the U.S.’s mode of retaliationd)ndee
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national leaders in Malaysia and Indonesia spoke out against the U.S. invasion of Iraq
(Acharya, 2004). Much of the criticism charges that the War on Terror foagses t
heavily on attaining military solutions without addressing the causes ofid¢sla
extremism. Particularly, critics contend that the U.S. does too little ¢otleasuffering

of the Palestinians while overtly favoring Israel. This degree otistiti creates an even
greater incentive for the U.S. to guard and nurture its relationship with Sregapo
Geostrategic gains in the region, and the War on Terror, depend greatly upon ensuring
Singapore’s continued logistical and political support. However, unfettered suppeamt for
overt U.S. military presence in Southeast Asia has come with a price. It lesatgdn
diplomatic tensions with its neighboring countries that vehemently oppose UuSiantr
This is especially the case with Indonesia, which has the largest Maggiohation of

any country in the world, and also Malaysia.

Singapore’s Vulnerability Complex

Singapore’s embrace of a strong U.S. military presence in the regiongéfec
own perceived vulnerabilities. Singapore sees regional instability, border digpuate
terrorism as deep concerns that threaten the vitality of its open, freet@umny. From
Singapore’s perspective, region-wide instability emanates from neutitqpirces. These
include the threat of terrorist elements both inside the country and across tharborde
neighboring Muslim states. Singapore also worries about territorial cenffisietting the
region, such as between China and Taiwan regarding the sovereignty of théhkatter

hostilities on the Korean peninsula and the Spratly Islands dispute in the South China
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Sea. Singapore’s leaders have also voiced concern regarding the anamusity
countries to the north, especially among China, Japan and North and South Korea. It also
contends with local border clashes and conflicting claims to natural resaurces i
Southeast Asia. The city-state thrives on its busy ports and enormous flow ahmarit
trade that traverses the island country. Protecting this flow from piratiearorism is
fundamental to maintaining its economic health. Since independence, it has linked
security needs to trade, believing that greater economic interdependémreduce
regional stability and strengthen ties among Asian nations.

Thereforesurvivalhas been Singapore’s fundamental preoccupation. Its size and
location in a volatile region has pervaded Singapore’s leaders with a penoafpti
insecurity since its independence during the mid 1960s. Historically, this dzarean
anti-Chinese sentiment shared among Singapore’s immediate neighborssiadmoe
Malaysia. The city state is also sensitive to feelings of resentmentdhboes because
of its high level of economic success (Tan, 2006). To counter these vulnerabilities,
Singapore looked to emulate the defense strategy developed by Isra&d after
independence years earlier (Huxley, 2000). Like Israel, Singapore caitthat its size
and location among hostile neighbors placed it exceptionally at risk. After indeycende
the Israelis offered military expertise and sent advisers to guidajigirgyas it developed
its defensive capabilities. Modeled on the Israeli Defense Forcg, (id-city state
created the Singapore Armed Forces (SAF) in 1967. Like the IDF, the SAF engghasi
air superiority, the widespread use of armor and a preemptive doctrine oéaeter

Also akin to Israel, Singapore imposes national service for all men. While ffate e
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certainly had the effect of creating a deterrent, its embrace ofrdedis and their
“Forward Defense” model generated a significant amount of regional hoSiaity
2006). In line with the Israeli influence, since 1965 Singapore has relentedslyp its
military capabilities. The recession of 1984-1985, and the relaxed post Cold War
environment generated by the collapsing Soviet Union, offered an opportunity to slow
this buildup. The government’s refusal to do so, however, is indicative of Singapore’s
sense of insecurity. Its leaders watch political developments in the régsetycand the
SAF operates as though the need to use force to deter a threat, or defend the country from
invasion, is imminent (Tan, 2006).

Largely in accordance with American perspectives during the early 2000s,
Singapore sees the threat of Islamic terrorism as the primary darrggrdnal and
national security (Fernandes & Kingsbury, 2005). As a close U.S. ally, disrtdap also
shares the assumptions and perspectives regarding how to categorize and combat
terrorism as the Bush administration, especially the controversiagtrat preemption.
Differences regarding how to abate terrorism have served as a furthge between
Singapore and its Muslim neighbors (Mendelsohn, 2007). Whereas Singapore and the
U.S. approach terrorism as an existential threat, Indonesia and Malaysistamdiérto
be a political and police issue (Smith, 2005). Exacerbating these tensions, Sirggapore’
leaders have made explicit links between Islam and terrorism. Fargastaddie Teo,
from Singapore’s Prime Minister’s office, publically stated in 2003 thamay not be
politically correct to focus on the relationship between Islam and temokowever, the

common thread that seemed to unite Jemaah Islamiah members was thefodesire
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spiritual revival...What they were...taught was that to be a good Muslim, you would
have to hate the West, bring down secular pro-Western governments in the region and
pave the way for an Islamic regional government” (in Acharya, 2004, pp. 3-4). During a
2004 visit to the U.S., ex-Prime Minister Goh made similar remarks on the growing
influence of Salafism in Southeast Asia, claiming that “Salafi Islasmptes the idea of

an Islamic state and defines the Islamic commitmedihtad as a ‘holy war’ against
unbelievers” (Smith, 2005, p. 3). Though critics quickly derided any links the Bush
administration made between Islam and terrorism, Singapore’s leagiersnuch more
vehement (Smith, 2005).

The principle terrorist organization in Southeast Asia is the al Qaedatadfil
group Jemaah Islamiah (J1). Their influence ranges across four regitutingc
Singapore and Malaysia; Indonesia; the Southern Philippines; and Australia. As
mentioned above, Singapore sees itself vulnerable because of its wealth, the heavy
concentration of its national infrastructure in a limited space and its clas#yec
relationship with the U.S. (Acharya, 2004). Its security cooperation with the U.S.
includes hosting a logistics facility for the Navy, which is crucial®orerican military
operations in the Indian Ocean, the Gulf of Persia and Afghanistan. Howevergtte thr
facing Singapore predates the 9/11 attacks and the War on Terror. A rise in Islam
consciousness promoting the overthrow of regimes in Southeast Asia (especially
Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines), began during the 1990s. In Indonesia, for
example, the end of the Suharto regime in 1998 spurred the rise of radical Islag, rais

fears over the future trajectory of the country. In fact, despite the heagnpeesof
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American and coalition forces fighting in the region, many suspect a gromvmber of
al Qaeda affiliates are hiding in the thousands of jungled islands in the Megyetdago
(Tan, 2006).

For these reasons, Dr. Tony Tan Keng Yam, Deputy Prime Minister and
Coordinating Minister for Security and Defense, calls Singapore an “icagit’tdor
Islamic terrorist groups (Smith, 2005). The significance of the threat facigg®re
was realized in December 2001 when officials arrested the first of a number of Ji
members. Those arrested were accused of plotting to bomb various targets around the
island. Their plans included American military personnel at a local subataynstU.S.
naval vessels at Singapore’s Changi Naval Base, U.S. commercial s)té&vestern and
Israeli embassies, and Singaporean military facilities (Tan, 2006icdéssful, the
attacks would have been the largest acts of terrorism after New York afdngtan
D.C.

Increasing occurrences of piracy in the Malacca Straits alssteegs a top
security concern for Singapore’s leaders. The Malacca Straits repreSarditeal
miles of territory that Singapore must patrol. It is the longest strait wahlel, serving
500-600 vessels each day (Mak, 2008)e rise in piracy led Singapore’s Home Affairs
Minister, Wong Kan Seng, to remark in December 2003 that there should be no
distinction between pirates and terrorists and that piracy should be a top regoomay s
concern. In 2004, Singapore’s Dr. Tan proposed that the U.S., Malaysia and Singapore
jointly patrol the Malacca Straits. The Malaysian government imméyliateved to

reject the idea that American marines would be involved in active patrolsagsypar
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both Indonesia and Malaysia reacted strongly when Admiral Thomas Fargo, @Gderma
of the Pacific Command (PACOM), was misreported as saying that U.Ss fargbt
become active in patrolling the straits as a facet of the proposed Regiortah®ari
Security Initiative (RMSI). According to Smith (2005), “the incident demotestrthat
Singapore clearly has no difficultly with a U.S. presence in Singapore, or even a U.S
military role in Southeast Asia. Malaysia’s objection, and Singapore’s qilfetrawal

of the idea, demonstrates the regional constraints that Singapore faces in littkitinge w
United States” (p. 4).

Related to the vulnerability of the Malacca Straits, Singapore status as a op
economy and free trade hub makes it a significant security threat. Though Senigagoor
small city state, it controls one of the busiest ports in the world, making it thullp af
global free trade. Furthermore, with one of the lowest tariff regimes indHd w
Singapore attracts foreign business interests from all corners of the gl&he
corporations account for 27% of foreign investment, Japan accounts for 20% and the EU
23%. In total, approximately 6,000 multinational corporations operate in the city-state
1,500 of these are U.S. multinationals, accounting for 25% of all global companies
present in Singapore (Pang, 2007). Obviously, the sheer size of the Western financial

presence compacted into the small country makes it an attractive target.

Economic Outcomes

As merchandise trade is virtually free between the two countries, U.S. nexgotia

sought to eliminate Singapore’s barriers on an array of services. Theskeihayh tech
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industries such as engineering, medical, information technology, environmerghl, leg
financial, education and distribution (Nanto, 2002). The FTA also commits Singapore to
enforce tougher restrictions on intellectual property. Though Singaposggsadory to
the World Intellectual Property Organization and the WTO’s AgreementameTr
Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), the USTRy&thdine
government was too lax enforcing and policing the spread of pirated software amais
film (Nanto, 2002). Accordingly, Singapore’s concessions to the U.S. in the FTA include
wider access for U.S. service providers, strengthening intellectual proijgéits and
leveling the playing field for American companies to bid for government psoject

The economic outcome of the FTA are very positive for both countries. The U.S.
enjoyed a $6.9 billion surplus in merchandise trade in 2006, up from $1.4 billion in 2003.
During the same period, U.S. exports expanded by an impressive 49% from $16.6 billion
to $24.7 billion (Nanto, 2008). However, despite this massive growth of exports, the U.S
share of Singapore’s total imports declined from 16% to 13% during this period. This is
because Singapore’s imports from around the world have grown significantlp)ss
aggressively negotiates FTAs with countries around the world (Nanto, 2006). Since the
FTA, U.S. imports of pharmaceuticals from Singapore have risen sharply from $0.09
billion in 2003 to $2.4 billion in 2006. Since pharmaceuticals already entered the U.S.
duty free, other factors account for this dramatic increase. Namely, Siagapaccess
attracting multinational drug companies allowed it to become a regionat tante
pharmaceutical manufacturing and exportation (Nanto, 2008). Interestingly,efis &&

result from the tougher intellectual property provisions stipulated in the HIAFTA
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has also enhanced U.S. direct investment access to Singaporean markets. UeS. incom
from assets in Singapore more than doubled from $6.7 billion in 2003 to $14.3 billion in
2006 (Nanto, 2008). More recent calculations report that trade between the countries
approached $37 billion in 2009, an increase of 17% since 2003, the year before the
agreement took affeét.

The economic successes generated by the FTA align with Kindleberger’s
assumption that hegemons pursue trade policies leading to absolute gains. Leaders fr
Singapore and the U.S. meet each year to review the economic progress and discuss
issues related to the implementation of the FTA. Consecutively, each review
demonstrates that two way bilateral trade and investment continues to grewhsinc
FTA took force in January 2004. The most recent FTA review, held in October 2010,
indicates that U.S. goods exports totaled $22.2 billion in 2009, an increase of 34% since
signing the FTA. U.S. trade in services to Singapore also continues to grow aadh ye
2008 (the latest available data), U.S. service exports reach $9 billion, a 60% increase
since 2004. Two way foreign direct investment has also soared resulting from the
agreement. In 2009, Singaporean investment in the U.S. topped $22.9 billion and U.S.
investment in Singapore totaled $76.9 billfSor Singapore, the immediate elimination
of 92% of U.S. tariffs greatly benefits many sectors of its export led eggmioctuding

electronics, chemicals, instrumentation equipment and mineral products. Thést.S. a

8 Figures from http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-tradseatgnts/singapore-fta.

8 Figures from http://www.ustr.gov/about-us/press-office/press-
releases/2010/october/united-states-and-singapore-hold-sixth-annual-free
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agreed to waive a Merchandise Processing Fee that costs Singaporeamsexporte
approximately $30 million a year. The service agreement in the FTA alsoitobus.

states to treat Singaporean service providers equally to providers in itsabgvarsother

U.S. states’ This boom in goods, service and investment trade benefiting both sides
contrasts with the asymmetrical results favoring the U.S. in the Aas&aA. Whereas

that agreement aligns closer to the assumptions of hegemonic behavior in the coercive
variant, this agreement is closer to the benevolent. U.S. negotiators prelsemted t
Singaporean counterparts with favorable terms that genuinely promote and enhance the

volume of two way free trade between both countries.

Security Hierarchy

As Lake indicates, relations of hierarchy are founded upon exchanges between
super and subordinate actors. Like the Moroccan case, the U.S. offered Singapore
preferential market access in the form of an FTA. This access comeahange for the
many years Singapore supported American security and geostrategyampdhe region
and globally, and for its support fighting the War on Terror. Due to its own vulhigrabi
complex, Singapore welcomes an overt U.S. presence in the region and American
interjections into Asian geopolitics. However, its deep alignment with U.S. moloie
strong commitment to American military operations has significant consezgienc
Diplomatically, its closest neighbors resent Singapore’s acquiescenoesigcan

foreign policy positions. This cleavage was apparent in the aftermath of 9/11 and

% See http://www.fta.gov.sg/ussfta/info_kit_ussfta.pdf.
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Singapore’s support for the U.S. response in Afghanistan and the Iraq invasion. With
Islamic extremism on the rise after the 9/11 attacks, Singapore may temngtrstned its
position by tempering allegiance to the U.S. to diffuse tensions with its nesghbor
Instead, it continued working to forge the preferential FTA, symbolicallynafig its
commitment to the Bush administration’s post 9/11 global foreign policy. Furtheadhst
of using public pronouncements to quell any tensions with its Muslim neighbors, the
government’s rhetoric regarding Islam was seen as divisive. Singapore ceeilal$a
formulated its policies towards terrorism to align with those shared byiglishoes to
ease tensions and appease Muslims. Instead, the government’s official posrooadni
verbatim the Bush administration’s. Accordingly, the relationship Singapore has
developed and courted with the U.S. has isolated the small city state from hisangig
Instead of working to enhance its security position independently, Singapore has
deepened its dependence on the U.S. security umbrella to the point where its foreign
policy choices are limited to only those promoted by the U.S.

In this respect, this FTA solidifies a relation | terreegurity hierarchypetween
the U.S. and Singapore. Despite its precarious situation with neighborirgy atatehe
risk of Islamic terrorism, Singapore does not publically challenge U.&gfopolicies,
or decide to forgo America’s security commitment by charting an indepefwtergn
policy course. In fact, the government refrains from even minor criticism&ftllctics,
even remaining quiet on the issues surrounding Guantanamo Bay and allegations of
torture. The FTA locks Singapore in this subordinate position as a much junior ally in the

War on Terror and U.S. security policies in the region. As the diplomatic and political
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consequences of this subordinate role heighten its vulnerability, Singapore leaders
enthusiastically welcomed the FTA as a sign of the U.S.’s commitment tangeeuits
security. While the FTA benefits Singapore (and the U.S.) economically, ¢harege
intrinsic to this hierarchy occurs in the realm of security. The U.S. guasatarotect
Singapore in exchange for Singapore’s unquestionable support and loyalty to U.S.
security and geostrategic policies. In the Moroccan case, the mackss govisions of
the FTA are inherently apart of the exchange. However, in this case the Fbfeigam
symbol of each country’s commitment to maintaining the status quo regarding the

relationship.

Conclusion
The FTA is a reward to the city-state for its deep commitment and longtime
support of U.S. security interestssia Timegeporter Jeffrey Robertson remarked a year
after the deal came into effect:
It is widely accepted that recent US trade policy has been somewhat

tainted by its cozy relationship with Bush administration foreign policy
goals. Strong supporters of US action in Iraq...were rewarded with

expedited free trade agreements. Others opposed to action, such as Chile,
had their agreements postponed, while other countries long opposed to US
policies such as New Zealand - which since the 1980s has refused to admit
nuclear-powered or armed vessels in its waters - were not even allowed in

the negotiation room (2005).

Unlike the case of Morocco, through which the U.S. rewarded shifts toward normative

alignment with western standards, the U.S. is largely silent regarding Siegapor
authoritarian democracy (Kampfner, 2010). This reflects how FTAs aregitaty

deployed to service divergent American interests. Based on the beliefftrat would

193



bring countries in the region closer to the international society propagated bysthend
Europe, the Bush administration pursued normative changes as a fundamental aspect of
its Middle Eastern foreign policy. This, it was argued, would isolate the extremereis

in Middle Eastern societies that potentially threaten the West. The adatinist
fundamental concern regarding Singapore is its strategic location dimgjnaks to

allow the U.S. to use its bases and support American security policy in the region. Any
concern for human rights abuses or lack of political freedoms are secondary to U.S.
strategic interests in Singapore.

The dimension of hierarchy present in the U.S.-Singapore FTA is fundamentally
benevolent and the terms of the agreement favor both countries economically. Further,
the FTA did not hinge upon whether Singapore opened its political system or radically
altered its domestic laws concerning public health or agriculture tas iother two
cases). This FTA serves as a reward and insurance for Singapore’s conijjeatl f
U.S. geostrategic interests. The hierarchical dynamics of thisoredatp can be distilled
as follows: Singapore sees the FTA as a commitment by the U.S. to continue
guaranteeing its security. The U.S. sees the FTA as a guarantee @readfaticess to
Singapore’s territory for projecting military power in the context of the ¥vaTerror,

Iraq, Afghanistan and Asia. The hierarchical aspect of the security relaparushiied

by the FTA involves Singapore’s support of the U.S. in the face of regional gostilit

towards this embrace. While Singapore’s security strategy has beerctonsednd

support a strong U.S. presence both inside its borders and the region, its decision to do so

has caused it to become completely reliant on the U.S. security guaranféect|n e
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Singapore has generated an existential dilemma through its relationghthevJ.S.

This is because it has rebuked the calls of its neighbors to deter a strong k& enes
the region. Its public support and cooperation with Israel, as well as itsdabéastd

military support for the wars in Irag and the U.S. led War on Terror heighteogigquts

as a target for Islamic terrorists. The conditions that make the securéychig
advantageous for the U.S. and Singapore are multifaceted. For Singapore, these invol
its perception of vulnerability. As stated above, U.S. motivations to codify and tigleten t

relationship concern Singapore’s strategic military importance.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSION

This dissertation set out to analyze an important shift in global trade behavior.
The conclusions derived offer insight into the nature of hegemony, and contribute to the
discipline’s understanding of hegemonic decline. The initial puzzle centered @pitie
abandonment of a multilateral-only trade policy by WTO members, the U.S. included.
Since the late 1990s, WTO members have proliferated hundreds of preferential trade
arrangements, overlapping and sometimes conflicting with multilateral ones.
Multilateralism characterized the global trade regime under postwaheg&mony.
From the end of the Second World War until the end of the Uruguay Round,
multilateralism was the only legitimate trade strategy staiakl pursue. The EC began
negotiating outside of the multilateral nexus years earlier. HowEueope’'s agreements
were largely tied to its integration on the continent, or represented preferent
arrangements offered to former colonies. Importantly, these agreemeatsarginal in
comparison to the effort states exerted multilaterally. Even the U.S. riedai&iendly
bilateral agreement with Israel in 1985 to demonstrate solidarity.

Neoclassical economic theory, advanced by postwar American economists,

undergirded multilateralism’s legitimacy. The free market ideolafyrmed not only
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trade, but the new monetary and financial regimes established under the Bretidsr W
system. Neoclassical economic theory holds that a world without bacigistdrt trade
produces the best economic outcome for all actors. The absolute gains theoayegksoc
with economic liberalism informs this assumption. Though global free traderedite
enormous windfalls of wealth for some nations as others struggle, the free moeément
goods and servicéifts all boats Tariffs, subsidies and import quotas distort markets and
prices. The effects cause consumers to pay more, poor farmers with coveparati
advantages to compete with subsidized crops, and inhibits the transfer of new
technologies to less developed regions of the world; thereby stunting industrial
development.

Multilateralism efficiently and effectively moved the world towards ¢joal of
free trade for over four decades. Multilateralism also sought to preveatfitoaad
becoming a catalyst for military conflict and competition. The Europegmresof the
19" century established exclusive zones of preferential trade among their kolonia
holdings. These zones provided abundantly cheap raw materials for high end production,
while simultaneously discriminating against imperial competitors on theneotiand
the U.S. Under this system, trade was a mercantilist tool of European ingpemnadiny
attribute to exacerbating tensions leading to World War I. After then8eéd/orld War,
the U.S. affirmed trade would no longer devolve into stoking the flames of war. Under
U.S. hegemony, regional trade blocs and imperial zones were demolished and a global
regime, informed by the tenets of free market liberalism and backed by teefddcS.

hegemony, replaced the old system.
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Therefore, multilateralism was the paramount ideology fortifying antir@ging
the global system of trade generated under U.S. hegemony. Its abandonment by the U.S.
presents an extremely important puzzle for IR theory. Most central, how caitewent
for the global shift away from a multilateral-only trade strategy ttdrialism and
regionalism? The following conclusions are derived from this study to help atsve

puzzle.

Hegemonic decline catalyzed the breakdown of the multilateral trade regime.

The global shift from a multilateral-only world, to one populated by bilatewhl a
regional trade agreements, resulted from the decline of American hegemotlyeove
regime. That is, hegemonic decline led to the decay of the multilateral oedere B
commenting on the evidence supporting this argument, | first want to discussinie c
that the regime ibroken The regime is understood to be broke because of its failure to
conclude the Doha Round. Concluding trade rounds continues the decades-long project
towards establishing a global free trade system. Therefore, it is a fantdmpurpose of
the regime’s existence. Members’ inability to conclude Doha (a firbieimegime’s
history) indicates it is failing to produce this fundamental public good. Chapter 3
provides detail regarding the reasons for the inability of regime membergo for
consensus on Doha proposals. Among regime members, no state has exhibited the will
and, more importantly, the capability to broker the deals necessary to forgestmen
an agenda. As argued in chapter 3, non-hegemonic members have also failed to work

collectively towards rescuing the round. However, all is not lost at the WB@II It
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provides international governance in critical areas of global trade. Fandes the
Dispute Settlement Body remains the incontestable arbiter of interndtiatal
disputes’*

Support for the conclusion that hegemonic decline is responsible for the regime’s
demise is located, first, in a suggestive correlation. When American hegemorngapera
over the regime, trade rounds successfully concluded. In the absence of America
hegemony, the current round has sputtered with no end in sight for a decade. The third
chapter gives evidence for this, demonstrating the hegemonic strategealstates
towards consensus around U.S. policy proposals. Doha revealed the U.S. no longer
wields the asymmetry of negotiating leverage to accomplish this. Imke,the round
has become a cacophony of competing voices, unwilling to make sacrifices and
compromise positions. As a high ranking trade official at the State Deparenestked
on the current state of WTO negotiations, “no one is willing to sacrifice theirrgolde
cow” (Personal Communication, 2009).

Other support comes from the design of the postwar trade regime itself. The
architecture of the regime assumed U.S. hegemony would coordinate memlzedst
the goals of liberalization. It was founded on the premise that the consensus bdsed m
would be a tool providing legitimacy to U.S. hegemony over matters of international
trade. The demise of the regime was reasonable to predict given thateaitil

consensus based model. It was not designed to function in the absence of hegemony.

L Though, only for WTO law; not preferential agreements.
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States have been selecting preferential agreements in the wake of Ungoriiege
decline for various reasons. These include fears that Doha’s demise pattyzee the
status quo and fail to improve access to trade markets. For the U.S., its shidstowar
preferentialism aimed at retaining hegemony through the mechanisrdepthacy. The
U.S. merely shifted to more manageable settings. Support for this conclusion comes fr
the U.S. advancing the policies it failed to achieve multilaterally inlaseoal and

regional agreements.

The U.S. shifted to bilateral and regional negotiating environments because it could still
exercise hegemony in these venues.

Therefore, the second conclusion is that the U.S. shifted to bilateral and regional
negotiating environments because it could still exercise hegemony in thess.venue
Commenting on President Obama’s plan to finalize the leftover Bush era Fé#s, K
Gallagher (2010) affirms, “Reviving the Bush strategy of bilateral andmabdeals
concedes that the United States cannot compete in a (far-from-peldbet) rgles-based
system where developing countries also have a say in the negotiations. Rather than
playing a multilateral game at the WTO, going one-on-one with developing nations
makes it much harder for them to push back.” The rationale for the Bush adminigration’
shift in policy centers on the benefits preferential agreements offerséissded in
chapter 3, preferential agreements avoid many of the hurdles presented by
multilateralism. Unlike the multilateral forum, preferential agrestseeduce the

complexity of many actors pursuing unilateral interests. Instead, nefstqtial

200



agreements consist of only two states. These environments, therefore, alsbeasilee
to incorporate novel areas of liberalization, as well as environmental and lales; iss
that prove difficult multilaterally.

More importantly, preferential agreements offer a negotiating envinointmat
sustains the U.S.’s hegemonic status. As noted throughout, U.S. preferential agreements
were negotiated with countries representing significantly smalterozsies and weaker
political leverage. The dynamic of U.S. preferential agreements tlyperghiled small,
developing economies eager to gain any sort of access, or preferences, framdise w
largest economy. At the bilateral and regional level, the U.S. dictated treedERMAS,
thereby realizing trade policies unable to advance at the WTO in the late 1890s, e
2000s and especially now. As shown in the Australia case, these policies included more
stringent intellectual property laws aiming to protect the profits of haae patent
holders and the safety net enjoyed by U.S. farmers.

These environments also proved highly useful to advance American geostrategic,
ideological and security policies. FTAs were wielded by the adminatrad entice and
reward strategic states to comply and adopt policies advancing Amerieagnfpolicy
goals. As indicated in the exchanges undergirding the normative and security diteensi
of hierarchy, the U.S. influenced the leaders of non-liberal, Middle Eastéza &ia

politically enfranchise civil society, women and the press with prefet@agiiaements.

U.S. FTAs Exhibit Hierarchical Exchanges, Supporting Lake’s Expectations
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Aligning with Lake’s description of how hierarchy operates, a single loi
exchange undergirds the bilateral agreements in the case studies. ThdrBimss$tration
enticed countries to implement and follow policies it promoted in exchange for
preferential trade agreements. The specific nature of the exchangeslei@pipon the
particular goals the administration sought to achieve with each FTA. Tharpri
geostrategic and foreign policy concern of the Bush administration, akpeéciring his
first term, centered fundamentally on America’s response to 9/11 and fighaiva) gl
terrorism. Not surprising, FTAs were utilized as a tool in the admin@tiatarsenal to
influence strategically important states to comply with and promote U.$anmpiind
political efforts. Among these FTAs, we can isolate two dimensions of Higrarc
exercised by the administration. One dimension of hierarchical exchangesagon
persuading countries to adopt and abide by certain norms promoted by the White House.
The second dimension revolves about ensuring continued unwavering support for U.S.
military and global security policy. Cases representingitivenative dimensiofU.S.-
Morocco) involve enticing countries with FTAs for altering domestic sogeriaws and
policies so that they accord with Western standards of human rights and political
liberalism. Thesecurity dimensioU.S.-Singapore) represents FTAs whereby countries
were rewarded with FTAs for maintaining loyalty and obedience to U.S. gegstra
policies and contributing militarily to War on Terror and operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan. In both dimensions, the exchange of acquiescing to U.S. policy wishes

entailed gaining preferential access to the U.S.’s vast domestictmarke
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However, not all the cases align with the logic of exchange described above.
Certain FTAs reveal a different logic of exchange, whereby thergstnaition used
bilateral agreements to proliferate new trade norms that fundamentadlijtemerican
corporations at the expense of partner states. Partner states enterednegmtia¢ions
believing they would receive beneficial and equitable agreements. Howevesén t
instances negotiators from the Office of the United States Trade Reptese(USTR)
were charged with scoring highly asymmetrical deals. Since the bargdymamic in
bilateral FTAs always favors the U.S., American negotiators were not dethfze
budge on their positions. This category of U.S. FTAs raises questions, however,
concerning why partner states would agree to such unfavorable terms? Indeed, the
exchange operating in these FTAs are murkier to identify. In the caseptesensts this
economic dimensiofU.S.-Australia) of hierarchy, the partner accepted unfavorable
terms because their Prime Minister calculated that forging a praeéieatie
relationship would nonetheless elevate their standing to the President and grant his
government exclusive access to the White House.

The exchanges extant in the FTAs under investigation provide important insights
regarding the nature of hegemony, and speak back to the theories of hegemonic stabilit
First, the cases demonstrate that a hegemon’s costs to realize its mteiradlicies rise
as its hegemony contracts. If the U.S. is truly a global hegemon, it should not have to
entice and reward states with preferential market access to ensufalltheyts dictates.
To be clear, the reward of market access is generaftyadl cost to the American

economy, as FTA partners typically have a much lesser capacity to exporietipive
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still represents an approach to managing and pursuing its internationaltatifings
unnecessary during the height of American hegemony. Second, the casesthaggest
hegemony contracts, hegemons attempt to retain their influence by interathirsgates
in new venues where they still wield significant asymmetrical bairggpower. All U.S.
bilateral FTAs are with miniscule economies in comparison to the U.S.’s vdsitmar
(with the exception of the FTA with the Republic of Korea). This market powedaffor
the U.S. the ability to set the terms of the agreements with little room faledeba

The cases also raise interesting questions regarding the behavior of subordinate
states. For instance, why would Australia voluntarily enter into such a bad trade
agreement? That is, how can we account for Prime Minister Howard’s amnieso
such unfavorable terms? One explanation claims that Howard was optimistieetha
FTA would eventually bring long term benefits in manufacturing, serviogs a
investment. Howard may have also been fearful of antagonizing the U.S. if Australia
rebuffed the agreement (Rimmer, 2006). This explanation has some weight as Howard
was keen to strengthen political ties with U.S. leadership, especially thieelose
affinity between the his Liberal Party and U.S. Republicans. | also spetidatéaward
miscalculated his close relationship with the President. Howard perhaps&tdhe
close affinity he and Bush shared would ensure a beneficial agreement witisthe
Once the negotiators began talks and the Australians realized that a good desl was
available, Howard may have thought it was too late to walk away. If anythiag, thi

demonstrates that relying on their close relationship was a serious mestoatcul
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The Singapore and Morocco cases offer insight into the U.S.’s decision-making
circumstances as it experiences hegemonic decline. In particular, #isesesaggest that
declining hegemons incur greater and greater costs in order to coordinattodttes
their foreign policies. Hegemony entails that subordinate states follguolicy wishes
and dictates of the hegemon without the need of rewards and payoffs. However, as these
cases show, persuading countries to follow its geostrategic policie®mgneossible
with the enticement of preferential trade access. If this is the casdghéhmore
hegemons have to pay to garner obedience, the greater the evidence of declining
hegemony. This observation is especially compelling in the Singapore cas@ofnga
faces many threats to its security that suggest it should align with U.S. Warron Te
policies without U.S. enticements and rewards. The necessity to offer thisftype
endowment to secure Singapore’s long term commitment to American geosipalery

is indicative of its weakened hegemonic status.

The exchanges constituting the hierarchy determine if hegemony is benevolent or
coercive.

Whether hierarchy is coercive or benevolent depends on the exchanges
constituting the hierarchies codified by U.S. FTAs. The nature of the exchafiges r
particular U.S. agendas. After the Bush administration signaled for potéfcain in the
Middle East, Moroco responded. To appear an attractive FTA candidate, it relinquished
traditional and cultural laws governing families and began recognizing wehegal

rights. The U.S. rewarded submission on these issues with a preferential agthame

205



Morocco may one day benefit frothThe text of the agreement permits Morocco to free
ride, as it is allowed to retain a number of trade barriers protecting keyssétbavever,
the terms, and consequences, of the U.S.-Australia FTA stands in sharp cohnisast. T
exchange consists of submission by the Australians to an asymmetricahdsal w
impact actually shrank the Australian economy, while profiting particulagrfsan
sectors. The exchange also usurped Australian sovereignty in two culturaificarg
areas. The agreement inserts American trade representatives onslaneueaking
bodies determining the price of pharmaceuticals, and the standards farsaimports.
As the exchange generates relative economic gains for the U.S., Hirelhyas coercive.
The unwillingness to compromise and negotiate with their Australian coungerpar
affirms the coercion intrinsic to this hierarchical exchange. As discussbd case
study, the Australians were presented with a take it-or-leave it agnéemot open to
debate or flexibility, by the USTR. Even President Bush denied a personaltiegunes
Prime Minister Howard to raise beef import quotas.

Therefore, in the realm of trade, the nature of American hegemony dasring
decline is dependent upon the goals it pursues. Singapore’s commitment to UaBy milit
and geostrategic objectives was a fundamental foreign policy of the Bushistcation.
Especially since it regarded Southeast Asia the second front of the War on Tieeror
FTA offered to Singapore was both a reward for this service and a guaranteer¢o as
Singapore’s continued support. Indeed, Singapore offers a lot to the U.S. that is both

economically and strategically costly to lose. For instance, Singapores all&varmed

92 As discussed in the case studies, Morocco can not fully exploit the preferemtis) as
it lacks the infrastructure and resources.
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forces access to its bases and ports to facilitate supplying soldiexrg and

Afghanistan; for conducting military exercises; and as a means to goojget in Asia.
Singapore also supported the Irag mission by training police and transportingsuppli
Despite raising concerns over its own security, it openly supports U.S. poliey in t
region, angering Singapore’s Muslim neighbors. Hegemony is benevolerd ingtaince
because Singapore is too important strategically not to reward and showrer f
However, its benevolence may also derive from its waning status. The admamstra
may have calculated it necessary to reward Singapore for its support in orderréoitens
continues to do so in the future. If the U.S. is hegemonic in security affairs with
Singapore, seeking insurance through rewards should not be necessary. The rewards
inherent by submitting to U.S. hegemony ought to be powerful enough to expect

compliance.

The absence of U.S. hegemony has failed to produce a non-hegemonic regime,
challenging the expectations of regime theory.

Finally, in the absence of U.S. hegemony, the regime’s non-hegemonic members
have failed to rescue the Doha round. This challenges the expectations ointige reg
theory thesis promoted by Keohane (1984), Snidal (1985) and others (Krasner, 1982).
Regime theorists argued that cooperation among states is a rational ottdt¢bess of
hegemony. Therefore, HST’s argument that regimes dissolve because of hegemonic
decline may require revaluation. As chapter 3 indicates, discord among the WOF®'’s

hegemonic states has overcome the regime.
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In the aftermath of U.S. hegemony, the failure of non-hegemonic regime
formation gives empirical support to Kindleberger’s (1973) assumption that onlyl& sing
hegemonic state can coordinate international trade. However, there areasiosisr
preventing non-hegemonic cooperation at the multilateral level. States@oadieg) to
the benefits a unilateral trade policy renders. Negotiating in a bilatttalg reduces
complexity and facilitates a wider range of issues. These agreeatmmtolve political
problems, allowing trade to be used to reward and give favor. Like U.S. preferential
agreements, these settings also facilitate environments in which powesstiitic
matters. Therefore, states with asymmetrical bargaining leverageasonably expect
to reap gains unobtainable multilaterally. However, as economists argueyshdasired
outcome, producing the best aggregate economic benefits, is a global systemeiof barr
free trade. Preferential agreements undermine efforts towards greatim a system. By
their nature, preferential agreements entail discrimination, thereisingarade
diversion and distorting true costs and markets. Multilateralism has proven the most
expedient method towards eradicating global trade barriers. Therefore, nomshagem
members face choosing between a multilateral-only strategy and onechn whi
preferential trading is an important component. Multilateralism appeaisssible in the
absence of U.S. hegemony; yet it promises to produce the greatest g&ifi<io
members. Preferential agreements are suboptimal; yet statesldezgting them
because of their ease and other benefits.

Keohane suggests non-hegemonic states will reorient egoistic behavior to rescue

regimesso long as there is an overwhelming interest dd/¢bether Keohane’s theory is
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right or not depends on how we assess the interests non-hegemonic statestang teele
respond to by negotiating preferential agreements. The benefits describedoabove f
pursuing preferential agreements are suboptimal to those promised through
multilateralism. Nevertheless, Keohane’s expectation seems to be nmatea®fer a
strong case for why they are abandoning multilateralism for preferagteements.
However, the failure to move the world towards multilateral free tradd<atai

enormous loss that must be considered against the reasons supporting prefacntial tr
The abandonment of the regime, therefore, questions Keohane’s meaning of
overwhelming interesas the benefits of multilateralism are greater than preferentialism

yet not immediate.

Unanswered Questions

Important questions remain unanswered concerning U.S. hierarchy in its FTAs
and the future of the global trading order. First, it remains uncertain wiy.&e
exercised economic coercion over Australia. Similar to Singapore, Austaslibacked
the U.S. militarily in nearly all its modern wars. It risked its inteoral image to openly
support the U.S. War on Terror, and contributed troops to the theaters in Iraq and
Afghanistan. The evidence only allows conjecture, but points to the influence the U.S.
business lobby possesses over the USTR. Their constituencies, ranginginens ta
drug makers to manufacturers, lobbied for years against Australia’sveeromfair trade
practices. When it was announced the two nations would negotiate an FTA, the USTR’s

office was inundated with business groups seekingvig the playing fieldRepresenting
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their grievances, the USTR made a stiff offer to the Australians, who melycta
accepted.

The experience of the U.S.-Australia deal raises questions about otheh€TAs t
U.S. sought primarily for economics purposes. Like the FTA with Australia, we can
differentiate the yet ratified U.S.-Korea FTA from Morocco, Singapore andsodioerto
its economic nature. In fact, the FTA represents the largest U.S. tragenamt since
NAFTA. First the Bush, and now Obama, administrations claim the FTA wl hel
American farmers by reducing or eliminating Korean tariffs. Buisstrack negotiating
authority expired in 2007 and the Democrats won back Congress a year latemghwart
his effort to finalize the agreement. Congressional democrats protestétAhelaiming
it did not go far enough to protect American workers and imposed unfair restrictions on
U.S. beef exports. In a compromise negotiated in December 2010, President Obama and
President Lee Myung-Bak agreed to keep U.S. tariffs on Korean autos in plage for f
years, a move applauded by both the Ford motor company and the United Auto Workers.

However, separating this economically driven FTA and the one with Australia is
the absence of coercion. The negotiations, though certainly tough, reflect cosgromi
and a balance in concessions between the two states. As economic gains awsmtee gr
for both FTAs, understanding why coercion characterized U.S. behavior towards
Australia, though not Korea, is important to understand. More succinctly, how was it
possible the U.S. compelled Australia to accept such bad terms; yet a maableglesl
was reached with the Koreans? Again, the evidence only allows conjectinap$tre

administration calculated the South Koreans would be more difficult to coerce into
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accepting highly asymmetrical terms? The size and importance of SouthisKorea
economy (the fourth largest in Asia) may have tempered the Bush administrgtialss
knowing that its leverage was not large enough achieve similar gains as tradi&ust
deal. Other factors may also account for the different approach towards SouthA¢orea
instance, the administration may have worried about the U.S.’s image in zmasAs
attempted to retain American influence over the region. The administrationavay h
been sensitive to the importance of demonstrating solidarity with South Korea and
circumspect about pushing too hard for big concessions.

A much more significant question concerns the trajectory of the multilateled.
The current state of the Doha Round presents a problem never dealt with in thésregime
history. As argued throughout, the U.S. bore the responsibility to successfully forge
consensus and move rounds to close. As the last decade has shown, it can no longer
accomplish this, and no other state (or contingency of states) seem capahl@lether
possibilities for the future of global trade include the Spaghetti Bowl phermme
Bhagwati (1993) warns of, as well as the further fracturing of globad trad regional
hubs. Bhagwati (1993) warns the further proliferation of preferential agreeménts w
produce a confusing web of crisscrossing rights and responsibilities thétacbwlly
stifle world trade due to its complexity. However, as the world continues to bavone
multipolar, trade could also devolve into a world characterized by regional blocs. One
possibility is that blocs form around regional hegemons, creating a kind of hub-and-spoke
configuration. Critics charge that Bush sought to forge such a bloc in the Free Trade

Areas of the Americas (FTAA). The recent upswing in preferential néigoisaby the
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Chinese suggest they are attempting the same in East Asia. Of course;aoffean
experience shows, regionalism does not have to emerge this way.

Last, how significant are the Bush era FTAs now that his administrationrid ove
The agreements that came into force under Bush still coordinate trade bdteveeSs.t
and its preferential partners. On the whole, global trade has shrunk because of the
worldwide recession; yet the advantageous terms the USTR instituted ovetidustra
remain in place, as do the more generous terms afforded Morocco and Singapore. More
importantly, as multilateral talks are virtually dead, and the U.S. can no longer
accomplish its goals in that forum any longer, these FTAs will become snioddliture
preferential agreements.

Indeed, Obama'’s trade strategy has not moved far from that of the Bush
administration. This partially makes sense, as Obama faces a swonilgucation of
foreign policy issues that Bush faced. As | write, the U.S. is fighting wahsaa t
Muslim countries (Iraq, Afghanistan and Libya) and the War on Terror stilipoes a
significant amount of resources spent by the U.S. government. Alas, Amgtalzes
geostrategic interests remain focused on tempering Islamic éstnamvital regions.
Diplomatic gestures, including preferential agreements, would seem to be an obvious
component to the President’s foreign policy repertoire. Unfortunately, he doegayot e
the fast track negotiating authority Congress bequeathed his predecessor.

Like Bush, Obama is eager to expand the U.S.’s number of preferential trade
agreements. However, unlike the motivations behindb&mevolenETAs (Morocco and

Singapore), his agenda is focused much more on creating economic gains for America
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firms. Obama has called for a strong, unilateral approach to createcAmgibs and

fight trade discrimination. In addition to jobs, the President wants to increase

opportunities for small and medium sized businesses to gain market share abroad.
Notably absent from the President’s agenda are any plans to revivdldte sta

Doha negotiations. After its release last March, trade expert KevingBaflaommented,

“Rather than bringing a breath of fresh air into the world trading systemne af

crisis, the administration's agenda has elicited gasps across the wordiaksm

developing countries” (2010). The fundamental concerns Obama is pursuing in his trade

policy closely reflect the goals of the U.S.-Australia FTA. Eschewmgtype of free

riding, the President has called on the USTR and Congress to promote an exped orient

trade agenda, and to curtail imports where possible. Eager for Congress tiheafTyA

with Korea, Obama traveled to Asia in December to renegotiate teriensotoAmerican

automakers and service suppliers. The current administration, it seems, has nmaywed aw

from using FTAs as rewards and instead as actual means of economrafstatec

Gallagher (2010) characterizes, “Obama'’s agenda frames traderassam game.

Exports rule, imports are to be avoided. Indeed, the cornerstone is a pledge to double U.S.

exports in five years.” To meet this goal, Obama created an Export PromaboreC

headed by the CEOs of Boeing and Xerox. The administration will also divert $2 billi

in export credits for small- and medium-sized U.S. enterprises. Pressingc&mer

economic interests also involves reviving the Bush-era trade deals with Cokmdbia

Panama.
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This shift in focus signals a reorientation of U.S. policy as its hegemony further
declines. It also supports the expectations of the coercive variant of HSibddsn the
literature review. The benevolent variant expects declining hegemonsmpiasteving
the free trade system. The scant attention given to the multilaterairm@bama’s trade
agenda suggests the U.S. has little intention to do so. Instead, the administration is
navigating a unilateral trade strategy to stave off further economicégealhile the
current state of the American economy teeters on the edge. Obama hatyexplic
articulated an export driven trade agenda prioritizing American econotarests.

Toward this end, his administration renegotiated the FTA with Korea to gain teetihsr

for U.S. auto producers, beef exporters and manufacturers. The left over agreements
with Panama and Colombia are being reframed to highlight their economic congponent
In contrast, under Bush, the Colombia FTA was touted for its promise to counter the

causes of terrorism and abate the flow of illegal drugs entering the U.S.

214



REFERENCES

Acharya, Amitav. (2004) Terrorism and Security in Asia: Redefining Regional®rde
Working paper No. 113, October 2004. Perth: Asia Research Center & Murdoch
University.

Adler, Emanuel, and Michael Barnett, eds. (19983urity CommunitiegNew York:
Cambridge Universityress).

Africa News. (2004, March 3) Morocco; State’s Grossman Praises MoroccamBgefor
Pledges support.

Africa News. (2004, June 16) United States, Canada and Africa; U.S.-Morocco Trade
Pact Helps Advance Reform in Africa, Middle East.

Allen, Patrick. (2011)U.S. to Lose Second Place in World Trade to India: Citi.
Retrieved June 23, 2011, from CNBC:
http://www.cnbc.com/id/43506564/US_to_Lose_Second_Place_in_World_Trade
_to_India_Citi

Aloui, Omar. (2009) Agriculture: A First Evaluation With No SurprisesCépitalizing
on the Morocco-U.S. Free Trade Agreement: A Road Map for Sueckissl by
Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Claire Brunel. Washington, D.C.: Institute for
International Economics.

Amin, S. (1977)Imperialism and Unequal DevelopmeNew York: Monthly Review
Press.

Apter, D. (1965)The Politics of ModernizatiorChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Arrighi, G. (1994).The Long Twentieth Century: Money, Power, and the Origins of our
Times.London and New York.

(2007Adam Smith in Beijing: Lineages of the Twenty-First CenMeyso: New
York.

& Silver, B. (1999)Chaos and Governance in the Modern World System.
Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota Press.

Ash, Timothy Garton (2005Free World: America, Europe and the Surprising Future of
the West(New York: Vintage Books).

215



Australia — United States Free Trade Agreement. (2005) http://www.ustragtes/tr
agreements/free-trade-agreements/australian-fta/final-text

Axelrod, Robert (1984)The Evolution of CooperatioiNew York:
Basic).
and Robert Keohane (1985). Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy: Strategies
and InstitutionsWorld Politics 38, pp. 226-254.

Bagwell, K., & Staiger, R. W. (1998). Will Preferential Agreements Underthi@e
Multilateral Trading SystenThe Economic Journal1162-1182.

Baier, Scott L., Bergstrand, Jeffrey H., & Egger, P. (2007). The New Regional
Causes and Consequenc&sonomie Internationale 109-29 .

and Jeffrey H. Bergstrand. (2007) Do free trade agreements actuatgencre
members' international tradd@urnal of International Economic&l 72-95.

Baldwin, R. E. (1997). The Causes of Regionali$hre World Economy 20 (7865-
888.

Barack Obama and free trade: Economic Vandali&609, September 17). Retrieved
September 19, 2009, from The Economist:
http://www.economist.com/opinion/displayStory.cfm?story_id=14450332&sourc
e=hptextfeature

Barkawi, T., & Laffey, M. (2002). Retrieving the Imperial: Empire angbinational
RelationsMillennium Journal of International Studies, 13(1)

Barnett, M., & Duvall, R. (2005Power in Global Governanc€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Bass, Gary (2008 reedom’s Battle: The Origins of Humanitarian Interventifisew
York: Random House).

Beattie, Alan (2008, July 31l{angovers but no anger on the morning afieetrieved
September 28, 2009, from Financial Times:
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/fe2186c0-5e97-11dd-b354-
000077b07658.html?nclick_check=1

(2011)The Global Order Fractures as American Power Declifidstrieved on

June 14, 2011, from Financial Times: http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/710032ee-
96ae-11e0-baca-00144feab49a.html#axzz1Rjk3aEdv

216



Becker, Elizabeth. (2003, January 22) U.S. Opens Trade Talks with Mofldezdlew
York Times.

Benabderrazik, Hassan. (2009) Moroccan Textile and Apparel Exports: An Evaluation. In
Capitalizing on the Morocco-U.S. Free Trade Agreement: A Road Map for
Successedited by Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Claire Brunel. Washington, D.C.:
Institute for International Economics.

Bergsten, F. (1997Dpen Regionalismiashington, D.C.: Institute for International
Economics.

Bhagwati, J. (1988ProtectionismCambridge & London: The MIT Press.
(1993). Regionalism and Multilateralism: An Overview. In K. Anderson, & R.
Blackhurst,Regional Integration and the Global Trading Systeondon :
Harvester-wheatsheat.

(1995)The Dangerous Drift to Preferential Trade AgreemefitsB. Krueger,
Ed.) Washington D.C.: AEI Press.

& Panagariya, A. (1996). The Theory of Preferential Trade Agreementsiddist
Evolution and Current Trend§he American Economic Review2-87.

and David Greenaway, Arvind Panagariya (1998). "Trading PreferentialbryThe
and Policy";The Economic Journdl08, pp. 1128-1148.

(2003). Testimony, Subcommittee on Domestic and International Monetary Policy,
Trade and Technology; April 1, 2003; U.S. House of Representatives.

(2007, February 7). Bhagwati: U.S. Must Rethink Doha Demands. (L. H. Teslik,
Interviewer)

Bhaumik, T. (2006)The WTO: A Discordant Orchestridew Delhi: Sage Publications
India.

Bradsher, K. (2010, March 25). China officials wrestle publicly over currdiieyNew
York TimesRetrieved from
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/26/business/global/26yuan.html?hp

Brawley, Mark (1993).iberal Leadership: Great Powers and Their Challengers in
Peace and Wai(lthaca: Cornell University Press).

Brooks, Stephen and William C. Wohlforth (2008jorld Out of Balance: International

Relations and the Challenge of American PrimgByinceton: Princeton
University Press).

217



Brown, Michael E., Sean M. Lynn-Jones and Steven E. Miller. (1D8B6ating the
Democratic PeaceCambridge: The MIT Press.

Brown, Andrew and Robert Stern. (2011) Free Trade Agreements and Governance of the
Global Trading System. International Policy Center Working Paper Series
Number 113. Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy, University of Michigan.

Brunel, Claire. (2009) Overview. [apitalizing on the Morocco-U.S. Free Trade
Agreement: A Road Map for Succesdited by Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Claire
Brunel. Washington, D.C.: Institute for International Economics.

Buzan, Barry (1981) Negotiating by Consensus: Developments in Technique at the
United Nations Conference on Law of the S&merican Journal of International
Law 75:325-348.

(2004)The United States and the Great Powers: World Politics in the Twenty-
First Century.(Cambridge: Polity Press).

Capling, Ann. (2005Al1l the Way With the U.S.A.: Australia, the U.S. and Free Trade
Sydney: University of New South Wales Press.

Cardoso, F. (1972). Dependency and Development in Latin Ambieve Left Review,
72.
& Faletto, E. (1979Pependency and Development in Latin AmerRerkeley,
Los Angeles, and London.: University of California Press.

Central Intelligence Agency. (2010) The World Fact book, Morocco.
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/mo.html
Accessed January 5, 2011.

Chase-Dunn, C. (1989klobal Formation: Structures of the World-econo@ambridge
and Oxford.

Checkel, Jeffrey (2004). Social Constructivism in Global and European P®&iticew
of International Studie¥ol.30.

Chew, S., & Denemark, Robert. (1996he Underdevelopment of Development: Essays
in Honor of Andre Gunder FranK.housand Oaks: Sage.

Chilcote, R. (1974). Dependency: A Critical Synthesis of the Literdtaten American
Perspectives, 1 (1)

218



Clapp, J. (2007). WTO Agricultural Negotiations and the Global South. In D. Lee, & R.
Wilkinson, The WTO After Hong Kong: Progress in, and prospects for, the Doha
Development Agendpp. 37-55). New York: Routledge.

Cochrane, Nathan. (November 11, 2003) Free Trade At A Price,
Sydney Morning Herald.

Colas, Alejandro (2007Empire (Cambridge: Polity).

Cooley, A. (2005)Logics of Hierarchy: The Organization of Empires, States, and
Military Occupationslthaca .

Cooper, Richard C. (1972). Economic Interdependence and Foreign Policy in the
SeventiesWorld Politics 24 (January), pp. 158-181.

Cooper, W. H. (2006F-ree Trade Agreements: Impact on U.S. trade and implications
for U.S. trade Policy{Order code RL: 31356). Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress.

Correa, C. (2000). Reforming the intellectual property rights system in Aaterica.
The World Economy, 2851-872.

Cox, M. (2004). Empire, Imperialism, and the Bush Doctieview of International
Studies, 30

Crawford, J.-A., & Fiorentino, R. (2005)he Changing Landscape of Regional Trade
AgreementsGeneva: WTO Publication.

Crook, Clive (2011 American Flirts With a Fate Like JapanRetrieved June 19, 2011,
from Financial Times: http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/9b998ed0-9a9e-11e0-bab2
00144feab49a.html

Curtis, Thomas B. & John Robert Vastine, Jr. (1911i¢ Kennedy Round and the Future
of American Trade(Praeger: New York).

Curzon, Gerald and Victoria Curzon (1973). “GATT: Trader’s Club;Tie Anatomy of
Influence: Decision Making in International Organizatipisls. Robert W. Cox
and Harold K. Jacobson. (New Haven and London: Yale University Press).

Dee, Philippa. (2005)he Australia-U.S. Free Trade Agreement: An Assessiaaific
Economic Paper No. 345. Canberra: Australia-Japan Research Centre.

Department of Foreign Affairs & Trade. (September 2008) Trade TopicsteQyar
Statistics. Australian government, DFAT. Retrieved on January 20, 2011 from

219



http://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/stats-
pubs/trade_topics_june_quarter_2008.pdf

DeRosa, Dean A. (2009) Morocco’s Economic Performance Under the FTA. In
Capitalizing on the Morocco-U.S. Free Trade Agreement: A Road Map for
Successedited by Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Claire Brunel. Washington, D.C.:
Institute for International Economics.

Deudney, Daniel (200Bounding Power: Republican Security Theory from the Polis to
the Global Village (Princeton: Princeton University Press).

Deudney, Daniel and G. John Ikenberry (1992). “Who Won the Cold \®aréign
Policy, No. 87 (Summer, 1992), pp. 123-128+130-138.

and G. John lIkenberry (1991/92). “The International Sources of Soviet Change.”
International SecurityVol. 16, No. 3 (Winter, 1991-1992), pp. 74-118 Donnelly,
J. (2006). Sovereign Inequalities and Hierarchy in AnarElyopean Journal of
International Relations, 12 (2)

and G. John lkenberry (1993/94). “The Logic of the W&gbrid Policy Journal
Vol. 10, No. 4 (Winter), pp. 17-25.

Deutsch, Karl, Sidney A. Burrell, and Robert A. Kann (193a@ljtical Community and
the North AtlanticArea.(Princeton: Princeton University Press).

Dos Santos, T. (1970). The Structure of Dependehmerican Economic Review
Doyle, Michael (1983). Kant, liberal legacies, and foreign affé&fslosophy and Public
Affairs.Vol. 12: 205-35, 323-53.

(1986)Empires (Ithaca: Cornell University Press).
(1997)Ways of War and PeactNew York & London: W. W. Norton & Co.).

Dryden, S. (1995)Trade Warriors: USTR and the American Crusade for Free Trade.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ekbladh, David (2010Jhe Great American Mission: Modernization and the
Construction of an American World Ord€Princeton: Princeton University

Press).

El Said, M. (2005). From TRIPS-minus to TRIPS to TRIPS-plus: Implications & IPR
for the Arab worldThe Journal of World Intellectual Property, 83-65.

220



Elliott, K. A. (2006).Delivering on Doha: Farm Trade and the Po@Yashington, D.C.:
Center for Global Development and Institute for International Economics.

Etter, L., & Hitt, G. (2008, March 27Farm Lobby Beats Back Assault On Subsidies
Retrieved September 15, 2009, from Wall Street Journal:
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120657645419967077.html

Evans, John W. (197T)he Kennedy Round in American Trade Policy: The Twilight of
the GATTAHarvard University Press: Cambridge).

Farchy, Jack (2011pollar Seen Losing Global Reser8¢atus. Retrieved June 27, 2011,
from Financial Times: http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/23183a78-a0c6-11e0-b14e-
00144feabdc0,Authorised=false.html?_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com
%2Fcms%2Fs%2F0%2F23183a78-a0c6-11e0-bl4e-
00144feabdc0.html&_i_referer=#axzz1QVZyKuAR

Farley, Maggie & McManus, Doyle. (2002) “To Some, Real Threat Is U.85"’Angeles
Times October 30, 2002.

Faunce, Thomas A. (August 20, 2007). Reference Pricing for Pharmaceutittads: Is
Australia — United States Free Trade Agreement Affecting Aussali
Pharmaceutical Benefits Schemd3A, Vol. 187, 4. Retrieved on January 19,
2011 http://law.anu.edu.au/StaffUploads/236-
Art%20MJA%20Faunce%20PBS%20F 1-F2Final.pdf

and E. Duran, D. Henry, P. Drahos, A. Searles, B. Pekarsky, & W. Neville.
(October 6, 2005) Assessing the Impact of the Australia-United State$riacke
Agreement on Australian and Global Medicines Poligkpbalization and Health,
Vol. 1, 15.

Fergusson, lan. (January 18, 200&)rld Trade Organization Negotiations: The Doha
Development Agenda. Congressional Research Service.

Fergusson, Niall (2002Empire: The Rise and Demise of the British World Order and
the Lessons for Global PowdiNew York: Basic Books).

(2004)Colossus: The Price of American Empifew York: Penguin).
Fernandes, Clinton and Damien Kingsbury. (2005) Terrorism in Archipelagic Ssuthea
Asia. InViolence in Between: Conflict and Security in Archipelagic Southeast

Asia.Singapore: Institute for Southeast Asian Studies.

Fink, Carsten & Patrick Reichenmiller. (2006) Tightening TRIPS: Indlbd Property
Provisions of U.S. Free Trade Agreementsliade, Doha, and Development: A

221



Window into the Issugesdited by Richard Newfarmer. Washington, D.C.: The
World Bank.

Finnemore, Martha (1996)ational Interests In International Socigfyiew York:
Cornell University Press).

(2005). Fights About Rules: The Role of Efficacy and Power in Changing
Multilateralism Review of International Studie®, supplement S1, pp. 187-206.

(2009). Legitimacy, Hypocrisy, and the Social Structure of Unipol&vityld
Politics. 61 (1), pp. 58-85.

Fiorentino, Roberto V., L. Verdeja & C. Toqueboeuf (200@¢ Changing Landscape of
Regional Trade Agreements: 2006 Upd&terld Trade Organization: Geneva,
Switzerland.

Frank, A. G. (1966). The development of underdevelopnhvoithly Review

(1996). The Underdevelopment of Development,’ in Chew & Denemark . In Chew,
& Denemark,The Underdevelopment of Development: Essays in Honor of Andre
Gunder Frank Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage .

Franck, Thomas (1990Jhe Power of Legitimacy Among Natio{idew York: Oxford
University Press).

Friedman, Thomas (2000he Lexus and the Olive Trgdlew York: Anchor Books).

Fukuyama, Francis (1992)he End of History and the Last M@dew York: Free
Press).

Galal, Ahmed and Robert Lawrence. (2085choring Reform With a US-Egypt Free
Trade AgreemenWashington, D.C.: Institute for International Economics.

Gallagher, Kevin. (2010, March 22) Obama's "New" Trade Policy: What Happened to
Multilateralism? Policy Innovations.
http://www.policyinnovations.org/ideas/commentary/data/000182, retrieved April
6, 2011.

Gallagher, Kevin andRachel Denae Thrasher.(2008) 21st Century Trade Agreements:
Implications for Long-Run Development Polithe Pardee Papaers, No. 2.
Boston University. http://www.bu.edu/pardee/publications/pardee-paper-002-
trade/, retrieved April 6, 2011.

222



GAO. (April 2006).World Trade Organization: Limited Progress at Hong Kong
Ministerial Clouds Prospects for Doha Agreement GAO-06-B@&shington,
D.C.: GAO.

Gardner, Anne-Marie (2008). Beyond Standards before Status: Democratic &mesrn
and Non-State Actor&keview of International Studiegol. 34, No. 3 (Jul.,
2008) pp. 531-551.

Gat, Azar (2007) The Return of Authoritarian Great Powesseign Affairs.Vol. 86,
No. 4 (Jul. - Aug., 2007), pp. 59-69.

Gilpin, R. (1975)U.S. Power and the Multilnational CorporatioNew York: Basic
Books.

(1981)War & Change in World PoliticcCambridge and London: Cambridge
University Press.

Gowa, Joanne (1989). Rational Hegemons, Excludable Goods, and Small Groups: An
Epitaph for Hegemonic Stability Theory®orld Politics.Vol. 41, (3), pp. 307-
423.

and Mansfield, Edward (1993). Power Politics and International Aauican
Political Science Review/ol. 87, (2), pp. 408-420.

Graham, E., & Wilkie, C. (1994). Multinationals and the investment provisions of the
NAFTA. The International Trade Journal,8-38.

Grieco, Joseph (1990F.ooperation Among Nations: Europe, America and Non-Tariff
Barriers to Trade (Ithaca: Cornell University Press). Haddadi, Said. (2002) Two
Cheers for Whom? The European Union and Democratization in Moroctbeln
European Union and Democracy Promotion: The Case of North Agtited by
Richard Gillespie and Richard Youngs. London & Portland: Frank Cass.

Gruber, Lloyd. (2000Ruling the World(Princeton: Princeton University Press).

Haas, Ernst (1958T.he Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces,
1950-1957 (Stanford: Stanford University Press).

(1964)Beyond the Nation State: Functionalism and International Organization
(Stanford: Stanford University Press).

(1968). “Technology, Pluralism, and the New Europdyiternational
RegionalismJoseph Nye, Ed. pp. 149-176, (Boston: Little Brown).

223



Halper, Stefan and Jonathan Clarke. (2004#erican Alone: The Neo-Conservatives and
the Global Order Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hamilton, C., & Whalley, J. (1995T.he Trading System: After the Uruguay Round.
Washington, D.C.: Institute for International Economics .

Hanranhan, C., & Schnepf, R. (2008JTO Doha Round: The Agricultural Negotiations.
Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service.

Hanson, Birthe. (1998). What Happened to Fortress Europe? External Trade Policy
Liberalization in the European Unioimternational Organization, 52 (1)55-85.

(2000)Unipolarity and the Middle Eas{New York: St. Martin’s Press).

Herring, George C. (2008fyrom Colony to Superpower: U.S. Foreign Relations Since
1776 (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Helleiner, Eric (2003). “Economic Liberalism and Its Critics: The padPrologue?”
Review of International Political Econorryol. 10, No. 4, pp. 685-696.

Higgott, Richard and Nicola Phillips (2000). Challenging Triumphalism and
Convergence: The Limits of Global Liberalization in Asia and Latin Anaeric
Review of International Studi&®ol. 26, No. 3, pp. 359-379.

Hilaire, Alvin and Yongzheng Yang. (2003) The United States and the New
Regionalism/Bilateralism. IMF Working Paper, WP/03/206.

Hirschman, Albert (1943)ational Power and the Structure of Foreign TraBerkeley:
University of California Press.

Hobson, J., & Sharman, J. (2005). The Enduring Place of Hierarchy in World Politics:
Tracing the Social Logics of Hierarchy and Political ChaBggopean Journal
of International Relations, 11 (1)

Hopf, Ted (2002)Social Construction of International Politics: Identities & Foreign
Policies, Moscow, 1955 and 199¢haca, NY: Cornell University Press).

Hufbauer, H., Schott, J., & Clark, D. (199¥%Yestern Hemisphere Economic Integration.
Washington: Institute for International Economics .

Hurd, lan (1999). Legitimacy and Authority in International Politingernational
Organization 53, pp. 379-408.

(2005). The Strategic Use of Liberal Internationalism: Libya and theadbtiéns,
1992-2003International Organization59, pp. 495-526.

224



(2007). After Anarchy: Legitimacy and Power at the United NatigRsinceton:
Princeton University Press).

Huxley, Tim. (2000Defending the Lion City: The Armed Forces of SingapBte
Leonards NSW: Allen & Unwin.

Ikenberry, John G. (200Bfter Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the
Rebuilding of Order After Major War¢Princeton: Princeton University Press).

(2002)America Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Pawkhaca: Cornell
University Press).

(2009) Liberal Internationalism 3.0: American and the Dilemmas of Liberad Wor
Order.Perspectives on Politic¥ol. 7 (1), pp. 71-87.

(2011).iberal Leviathan: The Origins, Crisis, and Transformation of the
American World Order(Princeton: Princeton University Press).

and Michael Mastunduno , William C. Wohlforth (2009). Introduction:
Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequeféedd Politics 61 (1),
pp. 1-27.

Intellectual Property and Competition Review Committee, 2000. “Copyright™Tiarm
Review of Intellectual Property Legislation under the Competition Prigipl
Agreement (September), pp. 80-84, at http://www.ipcr.gov.au/IPAustralia.pdf.

Jentleson, Bruce W. and Christopher A. Whytlock (2005). Who Won Libya?: The Force-
Diplomacy Debate and its Implications for Theory and Politgrnational
Security 30.

Jervis, Robert (2009). Unipolarity: A Structural PerspectiVerld Politics 61 (1), pp.
188-213.

Johnson, Chalmers (2004he Sorrows of Empire: Militarism, Secrecy, and the End of
the Republic(New York: Metropolitan Books).

Jones, Kent (2010)he Doha Blues: Institutional Crisis and Reform in the WTO
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Kampfner, John. (201®reedom for Sale: Why the World is Trading Democracy for
Security New York: Basic Books.

225



Kapstein, Ethan B. (1999). “Does Unipolarity Have a Future?,” in Kapstein and Michae
Mastunduno (Eds.}nipolar Politics: Realism and State Strategies After the
Cold War (New York: Colombia University Press).

and Michael Mastunduno (1999ipolar Politics: Realism and State Strategies
After the Cold War(New York: Colombia University Press).

Kaufman, Stuart, Richard Little and William Wohlforth, Eds. (200 he Balance of
Power in World History(London: Palgrave Macmillan).

Kennan, J., Riezman, R. (1990) Optimal tariff equilibria with customs un@arsgadian
Journal of Economicg3, 70-83.

Kennedy, Paul (1987Jhe Rise and Fall of Great Powe(dlew York: Random House).

Keohane, Robert (1980). The Theory of Hegemonic Stability and Changes in
International Economic Regimes, 1967-1977. In O. (. HG$tange in the
International Syster(pp. 131-162). Boulder: Westview Press.

(1982). The Demand for International Regirn@srnational
Organization 36 (2).

(1984)After Hegemony: Cooperationand Discord in the World Political Economy
. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

(1997). Problematic Lucidity: Stephen Krasner's "State Power and the Stafictur
International Trade"World Politics, 150-170.

and Joseph Nye. (19P9wer and Interdependend®oston: Little, Brown).

Kindleberger, C. P. (1973)he World in Depression, 1929-19%rkeley: University
of California Press.

Krasner, S. D. (1976). State Power and the Structure of International Twadd.
Politics, 28 (3), 317-347.

(1982). International Regimes: A special isbuernational Organization 36 (2)
185-510.

(1982). Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening
Variables.International Organization36(2).

Krauthammer, Charles (2002-03). The Unipolar Moment Reviditational Interest70.

226



Krishna, P., 1998. Regionalism and multilateralism: a political economy appidach.
Quarterly Journal of Economickl3, 227-252.

Krugman, P. (1993). Regionalism versus Multilateralism: Analytic Notes. le 3M&o,
& A. PanagariyaNew Dimensions in Regional Integratid®ambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lake, D. A. (2006). American Hegemony and the Future of East-West Relations.
International Studies Perspective, 7

Lake, D. A. (1996). Anarchy, Hierarchy, and the Variety of Internatioefdti®ns.
International Organization, 50 (1)

(2003). The New Sovereignty in International Relatiostnational Studies
Review, 5.

(2007). Escape from the State of Nature: Authority and Hierarchy in World
Politics. International Security, 32(1)47-79.

(2009)Hierarchy in International Relations: Authority, Sovereignty, and the New
Structure of World Politicdthaca: Cornell University Press.

Lantis, Jeffrey. (2009) he Life and Death of International Treaties: Double Edged
Diplomacy and the Politics of Ratification in Comparative Perspectwéord:
Oxford University Press.

Layne, Christopher (1993). The Unipolar Illusion: Why New Great PowersRIgd.
International Securityl7 (spring).

Lee, D., & Wilkinson, R. (2007). The WTO after Hong Kong: Setting the scene for
understanding. In D. Lee, & R. Wilkinsohhe WTO After Hong Kong: Progress
in, and prospects for, the Doha Development Agépda3-25). New York:
Routledge.

Lefever, Ernest (1999America’s Imperial BurdenBoulder, CO.: West View Press).
Levy, P. (1997) A political-economic analysis of free trade agreenyemistican
Economic Review7,506-519.

Lieber, Keir and Gerald Alexander (2005). Waiting for Balancing: Why tbhedd\N's Not
Pushing Backinternational Security30 (Summer).

Lipson, Charles (1984). International Cooperation in Economic and Security Affairs
World Politics 37, pp. 1-23.

227



Loos, Francois. (2003, January 15) Quoted in, Morocco Warned over EU-US Trade
Deals.BBC Onlinenews.bbc.co.uk.

Low, Linda. (2003) Multilateralism, Regionalism, Bilateral and Crossrey Free
Trade Arrangements: All Paved with Good Intentions for ASEANIan
Economic JournaV/ol. 17 No. 1 65-86

Mak, JN. (2006) Securitizing Piracy in Southeast Asia: Malaysia, the Intaraht
Bureau and Singapore. Non-Traditional Security in Asia: Dilemmas in
Securitization edited by Mely Caballero-Anthony, Ralf Emmers and Amitav
Acharya. Burlington: Ashgate Publishing Company.

Maier, Charles (2006 Among Empires: American Ascendency and Its Predecessors
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press).

Malka, Haim and Jon B. Alterman. (2008yab Reform and Foreign Aid: Lessons from
Morocco.CSIS Significant Issues Series 287, no. 4. Washington: Center for
Strategic and International Studies.

Malone, David and Yuen Foong Khong, Eds. (20QBjlateralism and U.S. Foreign
Policy: International Perspective¢Boulder: Lynne Rienner).

Mandelbaum, Michael (2002)he Ideas that Conquered the World: Peace, Democracy,
and Free Markets in the Twenty-first Centuiiyew York: Public Affairs).

Mann, Michael (2003)incoherent Empire(London: Verso).

Mansfield, E. D. (1998). The Proliferation of Preferential Trading Arrangé&srEghe
Journal of Conflict Resolution523-543.

& Milner, H. V. (1999). The New Wave of Regionalignternational
Organization, 589-627.

MAP News Agency (Rabat). (2003, March 20) USA Initiates Programme torBrepa
Morocco for Foreign Trade Agreement.

MAP News Agency (Rabat). (2003, July 11) Free Trade Agreement with EU, USA
Highlight Morocco’s Investment Assets.

MAP News Agency (Rabat). (2004, January 11) Morocco Prime Minister Hold Talks
with US Trade Representative.

MAP News Agency (Rabat). (2004, February 14) Morocco PM, US Envoy Hold Talks.

228



Marquis, Christopher. (2003, December 4) In North Africa, Powell Prods Some and
Praises Otherdhe New York Times.

(2003, December 4) In North Africa, Powell Prods Some and Praises Otieers.
New York Times.

Maskus, K. (1997). Implications of Regional and Multilateral Agreements fdlelctigal
Property RightsThe World Economy, 2681-694.

Mastunduno, Michael (2009). System Makes and Privilege Taker: U.S. Power and the
International Political EconomyVorld Politics.61 (1), pp. 121-154.

Mead, Walter Russell (200Qod and Gold: Britain, America, and the Making of the
Modern World.(New York: Knopf).

Mearsheimer, J. (May 18, 200%)ans Morgenthau and the Iraq war: realism versus
neo-conservatisniRetrieved from http://www.opendemocracy.net/democracy-
americanpower/morgenthau_2522.jsp

Meier, Gerald M. (1973roblems of Trade PolicyOxford University Press: Oxford).

Mendelsohn, Oliver. (2007) The Legal Response of India, Malaysia, Singapore and
Australia to 9/11. IrControlling Arms and Terror in the Asia Pacific: After Bali
and Baghdadedited by Marika Vicziany. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar
Publishing.

McClelland, D. (1967)The Achieving Societilew York: The Free Press.

McNeill, William (1967)A World History.(New York: Oxford University Press).

Mcintyre, Elizabeth (1954). Weighted Voting in International Organizations.
International Organization8(4), 484-497.

McLaren, J. (2002) A theory of insidious regionalisrhe Quarterly Journal of
Economicsl17, 571-608.

McQueen, M. (2002). The EU's Free Trade Agreements with Developing CouAtries:
Case of Wishful ThinkingThe World Economy, 251369-1385.

Mitrany, David (1966)A Working Peace SystefChicago: Quadrangle).

Moravcsik, Andrew. 1997. Taking preferences seriously: A liberal theory ohattenal
relations.InternationalOrganization51 (4): 513-53.

229



Morgenthau, Hans (1940). Positivism, Functionalism, and InternationalAmerican
Journal of International Law34: 260-284.

Morse, Edward S. (1970). The Transformation of Foreign Policies: Modernization,
Interdependence, and Externalizatidvorld Politics 22 (April), pp. 371-392.

(1976Modernization and the Transformation of International RelatigNsw
York: FreePress).

Motyl, Alexander (2001)lmperial ends : the decay, collapse, and revival of empires
(New York : Columbia University Press).

Nanto, Dick K. (2002) Singapore-U.S. Free Trade Agreement: CRS Report for Congress
Congressional Research Service: The Library of Congress (RS20755).

(2008) The U.S.-Singapore Free Trade Agreement” Effects After Thaeg Ye
CRS Report for Congress. Congressional Research Service: The Library of
Congress (RL34315).

National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States. (22Q4).
commission reporRetrieved from
http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/911/report/911Report.pdf.

National Security Strategy of the United States of America (2002).
http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nss/nss_sep2002.pdf

Nexon, D., & Wright, T. (2007). What's at Stake in the American Empire Debate .
American Political Science Review, 101 (2)

Nye, Joseph S. (1971) “Comparing Common Markets: A Revised Neo-Functional
Model,” in Leon N. Lindberg and Stuart Scheingold, ERggional Integration:
Theory and Researchp. 192-231, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press).

(2004 50ft Power: The Means to Success in World Palihiesv York:
PublicAffairs.

Notification to enter into a Free Trade Agreement with the Kingdom of Morocco:
Message from the President of the United States (House Document 108-172),
108" Congress (2004).

Odom, William E. and Robert Dujarric (200#8merica’s Inadvertent EmpiréNew
Haven: Yale University Press).

Olson, M. (1971)The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of
Groups.Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

230



O’Mara, Charles J. (2004) The U.S.-Morocco Free Trade Agreement: A Report of the
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee, April 6, 2004.
http://ustraderep.gov/assets/Trade_Agreements/Bilateral/MorocédREports/a
sset_upload_file128 3123.pdf. Accessed January 5, 2011.

Organski, A. (1958)World Politics.New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Ornelas, Emanuel. (2005) Trade creating free trade areas and the umdeahin
multilateralism.European Economic Revied® 1717-1735.

Ottaway Marina and Meredith Riley. (2006) Morocco: Top-Down Reform Without
Democratic Transition . Carnegie Endowment, Paper No. 71 (October 2006).
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=18747

Oxfam. (2004)Undermining access to medicines: Comparison of five U.S. FTAs —
Briefing note Oxford, U.K.: Oxfam International.

Panagariya, A. (1996 APEC and the United Statdgniversity of Adelaide: CIES DP .

(2002). EU Preferential Trade Agreements and Developing CountréegVorld
Economy, 25 1415-1432.

1998, November). The Regionalism Debate: An Overview. Unpublished
manuscript .

Pang, Eul-Soo. (2007) Embedding Security into Free Trade: The Case of the United
States — Singapore Free Trade Agreenteahtemporary Southeast Ast8:1-32.

Pape, Robert (2005). Soft Balancing against the United Shateshational Security30
(Summer).

Paul, T.V., James J. Wirtz and Michael Fortmann (2(B4dlance of Power: Theory and
Practice in the 2% Century (Stanford: Stanford University Press).

Pearson, C. S. (2004)nited States Trade Policy: A Work in Progredsboken: Wiley
& Sons, Inc. .

Petras, James & Henry Veltmeyer (20@npire with Imperialism: The Global
Dynamics of Neo-Liberal CapitalisrfLondon: Ashgate).

Perroni, C., & Whalley, J. (2000). The New Regionalism: Trade Liberalization or
InsuranceThe Canadian Journal of Economics, 33 (1}24.

231



Posen, Barry (2003). Command of the Commons: The Military Foundation of U.S.
Hegemonylnternational SecurityVol. 28, Number 1, Summer 2003, pp. 5-46.

Preeg, Ernest H. (1970yaders and Diplomats: An Analysis of the Kennedy Round of
Negotiations Under the General Agreement on Tariffs and T(dde Brookings
Institute: Washington, D.C.).

Rapkin, David P. and Dan Braaten (2009). Conceptualising Hegemonic Legitimacy.
Review of International Studiegol. 35, No. 1 (Jan., 2009) pp. 113-149.

Ravenhill, J. (2003). The New Bilateralism in the Asi Pacifturd World Quarterly, 24
(2), 299-317.

Ricardo, David. (2010) On the Principles of Political Economy, and Taxation. New York:
General Books.

Riezman, Raymon. (1999) Can Bilateral Trade Agreements Help to Inducérads®
The Canadian Journal of Economics / Revue canadienne d'Economique, Vol. 32,
No. 3 pp. 751-766

Riley, R. (1999). NAFTA - The U.S. Perspective. In P. Coffey, J. C. Dodds, E. Lazcano,
& R. Riley, NAFTA - Past, Present and Futuigp. 113-169). Norwell, MA:
Kluwer.

Rimmer, Matthew. (2006) Robbery Under Arms: Copyright Law and the Australia
United States Free Trade Agreeméiitst Monday,Vol. 11, 3. Online peer
reviewed journal, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=855805

Robertson, Jeffrey. (2005, July 12) The Price of Free Trssla.Times.

Robinson, William (1996)Promoting Polyarchy(New York: Cambridge University
Press).

Roffe, P. (2004)Bilateral agreements and a TRIPS-plus world: The Chile-U.S. Free
Trade AgreemenODttawa: Quaker International Affairs Programme.

Rosen, H. (2004). Free Trade Agreements and foreign policy tools: The U.S.-Israel and
U.S. Jordan FTAs. In J. Schott (Ed)ee Trade Agreements: U.S. strategies and
priorities (51-79). Washington D.C.: Institute for International Economics.

Rosenau, James, ed. (1968)kage Politics: Essays on the Convergence of National and
International SystemsNew York: Free Press).

(1991)urbulence in World Politics: A Theory of Change and Continuity.
(Princeton: Princetobiniversity Press).

232



Rostow, W. (1960)The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto.
Cambridge : Cambridge University Press.

Rothgeb, J. M. (2001).S. Trade Policy: Balancing Economic Dreams and Political
Realities.Washington, D.C.: CQ Press.

Russet, Bruce & Oneal, John (200Ijiangulating Peace: Democracy, Interdependence,
and International OrganizationgNew York & London: W. W. Norton & Co.).

S. Rep. No. 109-199 (2005). United States-Bahrain Free Trade Agreement
Implementation Act.

Salazar-Xirinachs, J. & Granados, J. (2004). The U.S.-Central America e Tr
Agreement: Opportunities and Challenges. In J. Schott (Ee¢, Trade
Agreements: U.S. strategies and priorit{@5-277). Washington D.C.: Institute
for International Economics.

Salime, Zakia. (2009) Revisiting the Debate on Family Law in Morocdeainily,
Gender, and Law in a Globalizing Middle East and South, A&slded by
Kenneth M. Cuno and Manisha Desai. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press.

Schott, J. (2004). Assessing US FTA policy. In J. Schott (Eceg Trade Agreements:
U.S. strategies and prioritig859-381). Washington D.C.: Institute for
International Economics.

Sell, S. (2007). Intellectual Property and the Doha Development Agenda. In D. Ree, &
Wilkinson, The WTO After Hong Kong: Progress in, and prospects for, the Doha
Development Agendpp. 56-72). New York: Routledge.

Shadlen, K. (2005). Exchanging development for market access? Deep integration and
industrial policy under multilateral and regional-bilateral trade ageaésn
Review of International Political Economy,,TZ50-775.

Simmons, B. (2001). The international politics of harmonization: The case of capital
market regulationinternational Organization, 55%89-620.

Slaughter, Anne-Marie (2004 New World Order(Princeton: Princeton University
Press).

Smith, Adam. (2011) An Inquiry Into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations.
New York: Simon & Brown.

233



Smith, Anthony. (2005) Singapore and the United States 2004-2005: Steadfast Friends.
Special Assessmerithe Asia-Pacific and the United States 2004-2005
Honolulu: Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies.

Smith, B. (2004) Comments to Australian Senate by the Federation of Australian
Scientific and Technological Societies.

Smith, T. (1979). The Underdevelopment of Development Literature: The Case of
Dependency TheoryVorld Politics, 31 (2)

Smith, Tony (1994America’s Mission: The United States and the Worldwide Struggle
for Democracy in the Twentieth Centui?rinceton: Princeton University
Press).Snidal, D. (1985). The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theory .
International Organization 39, 4579-614.

Solana, Javiar (2003) “Mars and Venus Reconciled: A New Era for Transatlantic
Relations,” Albert H. Gordon Lecture, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University, 7 April 2003.

Sparshott, Jeffrey. (2003, January 22) Morocco to Discuss Free Trade witfhg.S.
Washington Times.

(2004, March 3) U.S., Morocco Seek Free Trade; Pact Seen as Step in Network of
Accords in RegionThe Washington Times.

(2004, May 28) U.S., Bahrain Finish Free Trade Pact Talks’ Nation Joins Israel,
Jordan, Morocco in Bush’s Regional Efforhe Washington Times.

Spruiell, S. (2009, September 1@bama’s Second Chandeetrieved September 28,
2009, from National Review:
http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=NThmZTE1M2QzMzZIMWY20TY5M2M
XxZWE1IMGI50GUOZTE=&wW=MA==

State Department. (2009, August). (V. N. Galasso, Interviewer)

State of the Union Address (2002). http://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html

Stein, Arthur (1982). Coordination and Collaboration: Regimes in an Anarchic World.
International Organization36 (2).

Steinberg, Richard. (2002) In the Shadow of Law or Power?: Consensus-Based

Bargaining and Outcomes in the GATT/WTi@ternational Organization
56:339-374.

234



Stoler, Andrew. (2004) Australia-US Free Trade: Benefits and Costs ajraement. In
Free Trade Agreements: U.S. Strategies and Priorigdged by Jeffrey Schott.
Washington D.C., Institute for International Economics.

Summers, Larry. (1991). Regionalism and the World Trading System. In Im&tsn
Policy Implications of Trade and Currency Zonkansas City: Federal Reserve
Bank.

Supporting documents to implement the United States-Bahrain Free Trade Agrreem
Message from the President of the United States (House Document 109-11), 109
Congress (2005) (George W. Bush, President).

Tan, Andrew T. H. (2006%outheast Asia: Threats in the Security Environment
Singapore: Marshall Cavendish International.

“To Paris, U.S. Looks Like ‘Hyperpower,lhternational Herald TribungFebruary 5,
1999.

Trade Mission to Tunisia, Jordan, Oman, and Egypt, Committee on Ways and Means,
United States House of RepresentatiW@MCP 108-13), 108' Congress.
(2004).

TRIPS Agreement. (1994). Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Préfigitis Annex
1c. The Uruguay Round Agreements.

Tyson, Ann Scott. (2005, July 26) U.S. Pushes Anti-Terrorism in AMitshington
Post

United Nations Development Program. (2008aking global trade work for people
London: Earthscan.

U.S. — Bahrain FTA. (2006). The United States — Bahrain Free Trade Agreenggnt. Se
http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreementsitodtara

U.S. — Morocco FTA. (2006). The United States — Morocco Free Trade Agreement. See,
http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements/ocosftac

U.S. Policy Challenges in North Africa: Hearing before the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, House of Representati@&@serial No. 110-76), 11’0Congress. (2007).

U.S. Policy Challenges in North Africa: Hearing before the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, House of Representatiy&erial No. 110-76), 1fbCongress. (2007).
(Testimony of David Welch, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Near Bastiirs,
U.S. Department of State).

235



Vaillant, M., & Ons, A. (2002). Preferential Trade Agreements between the Earopea
Union and South America: The Political Economy of Free Trade Zones in
PracticeThe World Economy, 251433-1468.

Viner, Jacob. (1950) The Customs Union Issue. Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, New York.

Vingerhoets, J. (1969) “The Kennedy Round and the Developing Countries,” in
Economic Relations After the Kennedy RquEdk. Frans A. .M. Alting Von
Geusau. (A. W. Sijihoff: Leyden, The Netherlands).

Virmani, Arvind (2005). Global Power From the"™® the 2 Century: Power Potential
(VIP2), Strategic Assets and Actual Power (VIP). Working Paper no. 175 (New
Delhi: Indian Council for Research on International Economic Relations).

Voeten, Erik (2005). The Political Origins of the Legitimacy of the UnitetioNa
Security Councillnternational Organization59, pp. 527-557.

Wade, R. (2003). What strategies are viable for developing countries today? The World
Trade
Organization and the shrinking of ‘development spdgeview of International
Political Economy, 10621-644.

Wah, Chin Kim. (2004) Singapore’s Perspective on the Asia-Pacific Security
Architecture. InAsia-Pacific Security Cooperation: National Interests and
Regional Ordersedited by See Seng Tan and Amitav Acharya. London: M.E.
Sharpe.

Walker, Thomas C. (2008) Two Faces of Liberalism: Kant, Paine, and the Question of
Intervention.nternational Studies QuarterlyWwol. 52, No. 3 (Sep., 2008), pp.
449-468.

Wallerstein, I. (1974)Modern World System, Vol. 1: Agriculture and the Origins of the
European World-Economy in the Sixteenth CentNew York and London:
Academic Press.

(2004)World Systems Analysis: An Introducti@urham and London.

Walt, Stephen (2005Y.aming American Power: The Global Response to U.S. Primacy
(New York: W.W. Norton).

(2009). Alliances in a Unipolar WorlMorld Politics 61 (1), pp. 86-120.

236



Waltz, Kenneth (1970) The Myth of Interdependencd.Ha International Corporation,
Ed. By Charles Kindleberger, 205-223. Cabridge: MIT Press.

(1993). The Emerging Structure of International Polititsrnational Security
18 (fall).

(2000). Structural Realism After the Cold Wiaternational Security24
(summer).

Watson, A. (1992)The Evolution of International Society: A Comparative, Historical
Analysis.London: Routledge.

Wendt, Alexander (1992). "Anarchy is What States Make of It: the Social Cdimtruc
of Power Politics" irinternational Organizatior{46:2, Spring).

(1999)Social Theory of International Politic§€Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

Weiss, Linda, Elizabeth Thurbon, & John Mathews. (2002\y to Kill a Country:
Australia’s Devastating Trade Deal With the United Staf@sws Nest NSW:
Allen & Unwin.

Weiss, L. & Thurbon E. (2006). The business of buying American: Public procurement
as trade strategy in the USReview of International Political Economy,,I7/®1-
724.

Weitzman, H. & Politi, J. (2010, March 23). U.S. business hardens stance on Renminbi.
Financial TimesRetrieved from http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/82d97868-36al-
11df-b810-00144feabdc0.html

Whalley, J. (1993). Regional Trade Agreements in North America: CUSTA and ANAFT
In J. (Eds.) De Melo, & A. Panagariydew Dimensions in Regional Integration.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

(1998). Why Do Countries Seek Regional Trade Agreements? In J. Fréuekel,
Regionalization of the World Econorfpp. 63-91). Chicago and London: The
University of Chicago Press.

(2008) Recent Regional Agreements: Why So Many, Why So Much Variance in
Form, Why Coming So Fast, and Where Are They HeadledANorld Economy
Vol. 31 (4).

White, Gregory W. (2005) Free Trade as a Strategic Instrument in the Warror?Te
The U.S.-Morocco Free Trade Agreemévitddle East Journab9: 597-616.

237



White House press release, May, 9 2003, www.whitehouse.gov)

Wilkinsion, David (1999). Unipolarity Without Hegemarinternational Studies Review
1.

WIPO Copyright Treaty. (2006). Adopted in Geneva, December 20, 1996. See,
http://www.wipo.int/treaties/en/ip/wct/trtdocs_wo033.html

Wohlforth, William C. (1999). The Stability of a Unipolar Worldternational Security
24.

Woodward, Robert (2002Bush at War(New York: Simon & Schuster).

World Bank. (2006Kingdom of Morocco Country Economic Memorandum: Fostering
Higher Growth and Employment with Productive Diversification and
CompetitivenesReport no. 32948-MOR (March 14). Washington: Social and
Economic Development Group, Middle East and North Africa Region.

World Intellectual Property Organization. (2008jorld intellectual property indicators,
2009 edition Retrieved from
http://www.wipo.int/export/sites/www/ipstats/en/statisticsgpas/pdf/wipo_pub
941.pdf

World Trade Organization (2002Australia’s Trade Policy Revievceneva: WTO
Secretariat Press, 25 September 2002.

The WTO Cancun Meeting: Why the U.S. Should Question Europe's Orwellian Farm
Reforms by Sara J. Fitzgerald and Nile Gardiner, Ph.D. [PDF]
http://www.insideronline.org/archives/

Zoellick, Robert (2001, September 20). Fighting Terror with Tratle.Washington
Post

(2004, June 12) When Trade Leads to TolerdimeeNew York Times, Editorial.

238



